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Abstract

The Proposed Action proposes to construct an 8- to 12-foot wide, 10.6 mile gravel trail for
pedestrian and bicycle use on the former BNSF railbed located east of Lake Sammamish. The
proposed East Lake Sammamish Interim Use Trail would be located between NE 70th Street in
Redmond and NW Gilman Boulevard in Issaquah and would be open seven days a week for
public use during daylight hours. The Interim Use Trail would remain in operation until a master
plan for a permanent trail is completed and approved and a permanent trail is constructed on the
railbed or other alignment. Some portions of the Interim Use Trail would remain in operation
longer than others due to phased construction of the Master Plan Trail.

Comments on this EA are due by June 24, 2002 and should be sent to Robin Cole, King County
Department of Executive Services, 500 Fourth Avenue, Room 320, Seattle, WA 98104. Copies
of this EA are available at King County DCFM, 500 Fourth Avenue, Room 320, Seattle, WA
08104, for a cost of $29.00, which does not exceed the cost of reproduction.
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CHAPTER 1. PURPOSE AND NEED

This chapter summarizes the purpose and need for the project and provides a description of the
project history. Figure 1-1 shows the location of the proposed East Lake Sammamish Interim
Use Trall.

PROJECT HISTORY

In 1996, the Burlington-Northern/Santa Fe Railroad (BNSF) ceased operations along the
proposed East Lake Sammamish Trail corridor. The Land Conservancy of Sestitle and King
County (The Land Conservancy) purchased the active railroad corridor from BNSF in April
1997, and owned the corridor continuously until September 1998. 1n 1997 King County and the
Land Conservancy requested that the Surface Transportation Board (Board) grant interim trail
usefrailbanking status to this corridor under 16 U.S.C. 1247(d). Action was deferred by the
Board until August 1998 when the BNSF notified the Board of its intent to act on its
abandonment exemption authority and joined the requests for interim trail use of this corridor.
The application to railbank the corridor was approved by the Board (Decision Summary,
September 6, 1998) in August 1998 and a Notice of Interim Trail Use (NITU) was approved for
issue. The Board conducted a National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Environmental
Assessment (EA) prior to approving the Railbanking and NITU. No adverse impacts were
identified from issuing the NITU and the subsequent salvage activity. The Land Conservancy
sold the railbanked corridor on September 18, 1998 to King County. The County purchased the
corridor with the intention of developing the corridor into the East Lake Sammamish Trail. The
Land Conservancy was allowed to complete salvage of therails, ties, and spikes after King
County purchased the corridor. As part of the salvage operation, a significant amount of gravel
and rock was placed on the railbed for erosion and sedimentation control purposes. King County
isresponsible for maintaining and managing the corridor to preserve the integrity of the former
railbed to accommodate potential re-establishment of rail service. Under railbanking, the intent
isto fulfill this obligation by installing and operating a recreation trail. However, even if King
County ultimately develops atrail partially off the rail corridor, the county is still obligated to
maintain the entire former railbed.

Due to controversy surrounding the proposed East Lake Sammamish Interim Use Trall, a State
Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) was completed for
development of the Interim Use Trail and identified alternatives for consideration. No
significant adverse effects from development were identified.

PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION

Purpose

The purpose of the Proposed Action (Interim Use Trail) is to open the railbanked East Lake
Sammamish corridor to public use for non-motorized transportation and recreation, and to
manage the railbed and corridor in away that protects human safety and the environment while a
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permanent trail alignment and configuration of atrail within the corridor or elsewhere in the
vicinity is designed and implemented.

Need

Increasing population growth to the east of Lake Sammamish has resulted in development of
new retail, commercial and office centers at both the north and south ends of the proposed trail
corridor. These new employment opportunities have increased the need for atrail connecting
Redmond and Issaquah. The trail would not only be an alternative transportation corridor for
commuters, but would also serve as a recreation connection between major regional parks and
retail centers.

As early as 1971, the need for a north-south trail corridor to connect the Burke-Gilman Trail with
the John Wayne Pioneer Trail (Iron Horse State Park) was identified by King County. The
Burlington-Northern Rail Corridor was identified as a future urban trail corridor and was
included in the King County Urban Trails Plan (1971). The growing demand for public
recreation venues, including trails, has been continually addressed in county and city planning
documents since the King County Urban Trails Plan was first adopted. Following itsinclusion
in the 1971 King County Urban Trails Plan, the proposed East Lake Sammamish Trail was
included in the King County Regional Trail Plan (1992) and the King County Non-motorized
Transportation Plan (19934). The trail was also specifically included as part of the King County
Comprehensive Plan (1994a) and the King County Park, Recreation, and Open Space Plan
(1996). Thetrail has also been included in at least three other city and county planning
documents. These documents identify the proposed East Lake Sammamish Trail as an important
recreational facility, an important link in the County’s regional trail system, aswell as an
alternative transportation corridor.

King County owns and manages a number of recreational trail resources, including many local
and regional trails. At present, there are over 100 miles of paved and nearly 70 miles of unpaved
regional trailsin King County (King County, 2000c). Additional miles of trail are proposed for
development, which will connect to existing trails in the region, and create a continuous network
of non-motorized transportation corridors. Of the existing trails within the King County trails
system, the Burke-Gilman and Sammamish River Trails are perhaps the most well-known and
most highly used paved trails. The Burke-Gilman and Sammamish River Trails connect in
Bothell, forming a continuous trail from Sesttle to Redmond.

The proposed East Lake Sammamish Interim Use Trail would connect to the Sammamish River
Trail at the north end via Marymoor Park, providing a continuous system of trails from I ssaquah,
north to Bothell/Kenmore/L ake Forest Park and then to Ballard in Seattle. At the south end, the
trail would be approximately one-half mile from the Highpoint/I ssaquah-Snoquamie Trail which
is planned to connect to the Preston-Snoqualmie Trail in the future. The proposed East Lake
Sammamish Interim Use Trail would also connect to the south end of Issaquah’s Pickering Trail
(King County, 1998d).

In 1985, King County selected the transportation engineering firm of Cottingham and Associates
to identify options for a north south trail along the east side of Lake Washington. The County
had first identified the rail corridor as a future trail in 1971, but in the mid eighties it did not
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appear that the railroad was ready to discontinue use. King County was interested in identifying
interim solutions that could be implemented at that time. The "Cottingham Study” recommended
eventual use of most of therail corridor. However, in light of adjacent property owner
complaints and assertions that the property was not owned by the railroad, Cottingham
concluded that the cost to King County of property acquisition and litigation would preclude
using the railbed in controversia areas and, thus, recommended that the some areas should be
avoided.

King County did not elect to implement the Cottingham Study, nor did the County Council
endorse or adopt the document. Review of the 15 year old Cottingham Study for applicability to
the current project reveals two significant facts. Study authors did not verify adjacent property
owners claims about the ownership of the property. Infact, the railroad owned, and King
County now owns, the railroad corridor primarily in fee. Less than twenty percent of the length
of the corridor is now held by the County in less than fee ownership. Additionaly, the
Cottingham Study failed to incorporate in its analysis the federal Railbanking program, as
amended by Congress in 1983, designed to preserve rail corridors, which Congress recognized as
irreplaceable national assets. The Railbanking program gave King County the ability to obtain
the same rights and responsibilities as the railroad had for protecting, using and managing the rail
corridor regardless of the nature of the railroad’ s ownership.

Given that the County could obtain the necessary property interest in the entire rail corridor from
asingle source, through railbanking, the acquisition of the property in the controversial area was
not an impediment to siting the Interim Use Trail entirely on the railbed. The alignment
recommended in the Cottingham Study was considered but rejected for the Interim Use Trall,
because the objective of the Interim Use Trail isto open the property purchased by the County to
public use while controversia and complex issues are studied for a permanent Class 1 trail. An
alignment based on the Cottingham Study, and devel oped by a community group, is being
evaluated as an alternative in the Master Plan EIS which isin the early stages at this time.

In addition to the inclusion of the trail in various planning and policy documents, the King
County Council has passed ordinances in support of the East Lake Sammamish Trail through its
adoption of the 1997, 1998, 1999, and 2000 King County budgets. Each budget contained
acquisition, operations, and/or Capital Improvement Program money for the East Lake
Sammamish Trail project (Ordinance 12538, 1997 Budget; Ordinance 12926, 1998 Budget;
Ordinance 13340, 1999 Budget; Ordinance 13678, 2000 Budget).

Relationship of Interim Use to Master Plan

As previously described, the Proposed Action will allow public use of the railbanked corridor
until a master plan for permanent development of the East Lake Sammamish Trail can be
completed and implemented ("Master Plan™). Irrespective of whether the County ultimately
determines to approve afina trail in its subsequent Master Planning process, the Interim Use
Trail and resource protections considered in this EA provide public benefits such as interim
recreational opportunities, erosion/sediment controls, and natural resource preservation.

An Interim Use Trail would be in place until the Master Plan is completed and implemented, or
until a decision is made to disallow public use of the railbed. Based on the current schedule for
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developing and implementing improvements recommended in the Master Plan, those
improvements will supercede the Interim Use Trail by 2015 at the latest. If the Master Plan is
not implemented by 2015, additional environmental review would be necessary to continue
public use of those portions of the railbed not developed under the Master Plan. The Master Plan
NEPA/SEPA environmental review will consider the cumulative impacts of implementing and
operating Master Plan alternatives.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS

The Draft SEPA EISfor the East Lake Sammamish Interim Use Trail was published on May 19,
2000, and public comments were received through July 3, 2000. A public hearing on the Draft
EIS was held June 20, 2000. All comments on the Draft EIS were addressed and a Final EIS was
published on August 25, 2000.

The Interim Use Trail is partly funded with Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century
(TEA-21) funds, which are administered by FHWA. The use of these federal funds triggers the
requirement for NEPA review prior to expending FHWA funds to implement the proposal. This
EA has been prepared in accordance with FHWA's NEPA requirements as set forth in Guidance
for Preparing and Processing Environmental and Section 4(F) Documents (FHWA, 2001). A
combined NEPA/SEPA environmental document will be prepared for the East Lake Sammamish
Trail Master Plan.

This NEPA EA wasissued on May 10, 2002 by FHWA. The public comment period will last
from May 10, 2002 through June 24, 2002. A public hearing will be held on June 12, 2002.
King County will respond to public comments, and it is expected that FHWA will issue a
Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) in Summer, 2002.

ISSUES AND CONCERNS

Through the planning and scoping processes, three broad categories of issues emerged regarding
interim trail use: safety for adjacent property owners and trail users; environmental protection
and stewardship of natural resources, maintenance and operations to ensure ongoing trail and
public land management (King County, 1999a). Other issues of importance to adjacent property
owners were raised, including the potential effect the trail might have on property values and the
underlying ownership of the corridor following its transfer from the railroad to the County via
the Land Conservancy.

TOPICS EXAMINED BUT NOT INCLUDED

In accordance with FHWA's Guidance for Preparing and Processing Environmental and Section
4(F) Documents (FHWA, 2001), only those impact areas with uncertain significance are
discussed in this EA. Identified impact areas which do not have a reasonable possibility for
individual or cumulative significant environmental impacts are not discussed.
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SUMMARY OF SCOPING COMMENTS

Scoping comments received prior to the initiation of SEPA environmental review included a
number of areas of concern. ldentified areas of concern and the number of comments received
are summarized in Table 1.1 below. Specific items of concern are listed under each main
heading and cover the primary issues identified during the scoping process. These SEPA
scoping comments were used to focus this NEPA EA evaluation.

Table 1-1. Summary of Scoping Comments

Area of Concern Number of Comments Received

Trail User Safety 95
Pedestrian/vehicle conflicts at trail crossings and blind driveways
Speed of bicyclists
Conflicts between bicyclists and pedestrians

Recreation 27
Trail should be multi-use
Need regional recreation and transportation resources

Noise 15
Noise should be mitigated
Noise at night will increase

Aesthetics 3
Homeowner's views will be impacted
Public Facilities and Services 57

Parking for trail users

Litter and animal waste control

Restroom facilities

Trail maintenance and funding of maintenance

Runoff / Water 49
Surface water/stormwater/drainage must be addressed
Water quality protection

Erosion 6
Erosion and sedimentation will be aproblem

Wildlife 26
Habitat connectivity
Construction/operation impacts on wildlife

Fish 31

Construction/operation impacts on salmon habitat and recovery
Improve fish passage with improved culverts

Wetlands 6
Wetland impacts from railroad tie removal and gravel placement
Effects of runoff on wetlands
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Areaof Concern Number of Comments Received

Other Natural Resource Issues 28
Construction impacts on the environment
Construction/operation impacts on sensitive areas
Impacts to the environment from gravel placement

Property Owner Safety and Security a7
Trespassing, vandalism, and crime
Liability of homeowners
Saf e access to waterfront areas for homeowners
Public use of private driveways and access roads

Alternatives 87
Re-route to East Lake Sammamish Parkway
Keep trail onrailbed
Avoid bisected properties
Bypass route impacts to property owners and environment

Land Use 12
Property values will be affected
Impacts to private and semi-private spaces
Ownership and historical/existing uses

Property Rights 22
King County does not own the land
Encroachment on private property

Interim / Master Plan 18
Complete Master Plan before Interim Use Trail EIS

CAG 3
Conflict of interest issues

Response to Public Comments 2
What does King County do with public comments?

Budget 24

Funding for trail
Funding for litigating quiet title actions

SEPA Process 37
Two EIS processis fragmented approach
Impacts of transition from interim to master plan use

L ead agency

Cottingham Study 5
King County should follow the Cottingham Study

Other 9

Crossing fee policy
Meet ADA requirements
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CHAPTER 2. ALTERNATIVES

PROJECT ACTIONS

A Preferred Alternative and a No Action Alternative were analyzed for the interim use of the
East Lake Sammamish Trail in this NEPA EA. The Preferred Alternative is described in detail
below, and both the Preferred Alternative and the No Action Alternative are summarized in
Table 2.2 at the end of this chapter.

Alternative 1 Bypass was evaluated in detail in the SEPA EIS (King County, August 25, 2000).
This dternative (a 1.6 mile bypass of the existing railbed) was found to have serious safety
issues for trail users and vehicles traveling along East Lake Sammamish Parkway due to the
proximity of the bypass section of trail to the Parkway. Specific adverse impacts associated with
the Alternative 1 Bypass include:

Potential pedestrian and bicycle conflicts with existing vehicular traffic along East Lake
Sammamish Parkway and East Lake Sammamish Place

An additional 26 driveways or roads which intersect with the bypass route compared with
the Preferred Alternative

Narrowing roadway width and removing on-street parking on west side of East Lake
Sammamish Place, thus reducing availability of parking for adjacent property owners
along both sides of East Lake Sammamish Place

Potential for an increase in parking by trail users along East Lake Sammamish Parkway
and East Lake Sammamish Place

Construction of the ramp to East Lake Sammamish Parkway requiring excavation, fill
placement, construction of aretaining wall, and remova and replacement of guardrails
Slightly greater impact to wetlands within the corridor

After thorough environmental analysis under SEPA, Alternative 1 was eliminated from further
consideration because it was found to have more adverse environmenta impacts and would not
provide as safe atrail asthe Preferred Alternative.

Preferred Alternative

In 1998, the King County Council directed the King County Parks Department to prepare an
Interim Use Trail Plan for the East Lake Sammamish Corridor, i.e., the railbed (Ordinance
13340, September 1998). In keeping with this direction, as stated in the East Lake Sammamish
Interim Trail Use and Resource Protection Plan (Draft, King County, 19994), the project
objectives are to:

1. Open the railbed to the public during master trail planning and construction phases.
2. Protect the environment.
3. Create an interim trail that is safe for trail users and adjacent property owners.
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4. Build apositive, long-term relationship with local residents, trail users, and other
constituents.

5. Establish and maintain atrail that is a good neighbor to adjacent property owners and local
communities.

Under the Preferred Alternative, King County proposes to construct an 8- to 12-foot wide, 10.6
mile gravel trail for pedestrian and bicycle use on the former BNSF railbed located east of Lake
Sammamish. See Figures 1-1, 2-1, 2-2, 2-3, 2-4, 2-5, 2-6, 2-7, 2-8, 2-9, and 2-10. Other
improvements would include fencing as appropriate and signage for trail etiquette and safety
purposes. The proposed East Lake Sammamish Interim Use Trail would be located between NE
70th Street in Redmond and NW Gilman Boulevard in Issaguah and would be open seven days a
week for public use during daylight hours. The Interim Use Trail, or portions of it, would remain
in operation until a master plan for a permanent trail is completed and approved and a permanent
trail is constructed on the railbed or other alignment. Project elements are summarized in Table
2-1.

Resource Protection and Maintenance/Operation Measures

The East Lake Sammamish Trail Interim Use and Resource Protection Plan (Draft, King
County, 1999a) was designed to “promote human safety, protect the environment, deter trespass
onto adjacent property, inform trail users regarding trail regulations, and create an aesthetically
pleasing interim trail.” The plan calls for frequent, scheduled trail inspections to look for
drainage problems, surface conditions, dump sites, illegal activity, and access issues at the
crossings and trail heads (Table 2.1). Specific resource protection measures that would be
implemented as part of the Preferred Alternative, and maintenance/operation practices that would
continue, include:

Split-Rail Fencing — Three and a half-foot split-rail cedar fences would be located adjacent to
environmentally sensitive areas such as wetlands, streams, and steep slopes. The fences
would be located a minimum of 3 feet and a maximum of 6 feet from the trail’ s edge.

Drainage Maintenance — Ditches and culverts would continue to be maintained as needed, to
allow for effective drainage. Nominal work would be done to repair damage, restore drainage
paths and water flow, and undertake proactive measures in identified areas where there is a
clear and present potential for acute drainage incidents.

Litter and Dog-waste Control — Litter and dog-waste bag receptacles would be located along
the trail at public access points.

Signage — Signage indicating sensitive areas and need to avoid these areas would be
installed.

Railroad Tie Removal — Remaining railroad ties would be removed.

No additional construction or resource protection activity would be required to specifically
address conditions created by the salvage operation.
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Table2.1 East Lake Sammamish Trail - Interim Use and Resour ce Protection Plan - Preferred Alternative

Interim |[Figure|Blockades| Gravel Trail | Bollards| Trail Trail |[Roadway| Bridge [ Split-rail | Chain- | Traffic | Guardrails|Access| Ties
Trail No. (cy) Length Signs Signs Signs |Upgrades| Fence (If) link |Pylons (If) (If) Points| in-place
Segment (I) Safety |Etiquette Fence (If) (If)
1 1 3 364 2950 2 5 2 4 680 3
2A 1,2 358 2900 2 2 2 2 3480
2B 2 500 4050 6 6 3 6 1650 2710, 350
3A 2 173 1400 2 2 1 2 250 350 725 45
3B 3 160 1300 2 2 1 3 185 710 90
3C 34 682 5530 26 26 4 26 1 3370 3030 1135
4A 4 228 1850 12 12 1 12 600 445
4B 4 284 2300 2 2 2 2 1730 855 585 1693
4ac 45 870 7050 28 28 5 28 4675 520 250 730
4D 5,6 321 2600 2 2 2 2 1015 290 950
5A 6 213 1725 2 2 1 2 1060 1450, 650
5B 6 210 1700 2 2 1 2 120 1700
5C 6,7 299 2425 2 2 2 2 700 1660
5D 7 136 1100 2 2 1 2
6A 7 395 3200 4 4 2 4 75 1
6B 7 133 1075 1 1010
6C 8 216 1750 8 8 1 8 1055
6D 8 185 1500 4 4 1 4 1235
7A 89 515 4175 2 2 3 2 1 6615 2
7B 9 4 503 4075 4 4 3 4 5670 2
7c 9,10 1 398 3225 2 4 2 2 2430
TOTAL 8 7139 57880 116 121 41 119 37605 13720 1075 835 10 5293
May 2002 Page 2-3




East Lake Sammamish Interim Use Trail and Resour ce Protection Plan EA

Public Access Points

Ten public access points are proposed along the 10.6 mile length of the trail. These access points
are shown on Figures 2-1, 2-2, 2-3, 2-4, 2-5, 2-6, 2-7, 2-8, 2-9, and 2-10.

The County would also work with the Cities of Redmond, Sammamish, and Issaquah to identify
those areas where public road right-of-way and public trail right-of-way meet and allow for local
access that does not impact adjacent property owners' driveways.

Construction Actions Associated with the Preferred Alternative

To alow for safe public use of the Interim Use Trail, the following construction and maintenance
activities would occur:

Gravel — Gravel (5/8" minus/approximately 4" depth) would be placed along the entire length
of the trail prior to the trail’s opening for interim use. Approximately 7,100 cubic yards of
gravel would be placed along the 10.6 miles of railbed during construction.

Bollards — One removable bollard per side would be located at al trail/roadway crossings.
The bollards would be located on the railbed between the existing concrete blocks where

present. Where concrete blocks are not currently present, they would be installed two per
side at each crossing with one removable bollard per side.

Fencing — Five-foot, black-coated galvanized, direct-drive posts with concrete footings every
third post and 5-foot black vinyl-coated chain-link fencing would be located where saf ety
and liability, proximity and trespass, and privacy issues necessitate. Fences would be located
aminimum of 3 feet and a maximum of 6 feet from the proposed Interim Use Trail edge.
Adjacent property owners may choose to further upgrade fencing at their own expense as
long as access, safety, and liability requirements are met. Some sections of chain-link fence
may be located closer than 3 feet or farther than 6 feet when adjacent land uses and/or
environmental conditions necessitate.

Wood Guardrail — Wood posts with wood rail guardrail would be located adjacent to roads
accessing adjacent properties where trail delineation is required.

Signs — Trail use etiquette, traffic advisory (including “No Parking signs’), and property
delineation signs would be located adjacent to the trail and at road and driveway crossings.
Signs would be placed at a minimum of 3 feet and a maximum of 6 feet from the proposed
interim trail edge.

Bridge Upgrades — The bridges located over Laughing Jacob’s Creek, North Fork Issaquah
Creek, and Stationing Point 488 would be fitted with 48-inch wood railings with chainlink
fabric. The bridge at Stationing Point 488 would be resurfaced for safety.

V egetation Management/Removal — Vegetation located adjacent to the trail that limits sight
distance would be trimmed or removed if necessary. The need for vegetation management
would be necessary at many street and driveway crossings prior to interim use and at all
street and driveway crossings as an ongoing maintenance activity and safety concern.
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Table2.2. Impacts Summary

Element of the
Environment

Preferred Alternative

No Action Alternative

Earth and Groundwater

Placement of 7,100 cubic yardsof gravel onrail bed.

Potential erosion/sedimentation from cleaning of sediment from ditches, culverts.
Potential impacts greatest along Segments 2 through 6.

Potential minor erosion and sedimentation during railroad tie removal, trail surfacing,
fence and sign construction, removal of hazard trees.

Potential for incidental leaks of oils, lubricants, fuels during construction.

Potential erosion if soilsleft exposed after construction.

Routineditch and culvert

maintenancewould be performed.

Surface Water

Potential increase in fine sediment from gravel placement and erosion along ditches,
wetlands, or streams from fence construction.

Potential for spillsof fuelsor oilsfrom heavy construction equipment.

Ongoing vegetation removal and manual ditch cleaning could cause temporary water
quality impacts.

Minor impacts from wetland filling; present wetland functions limited.

Minor increasesin dog feces vehicular use for trail maintenance. Potential bacterial
loading to streams

Potential erosion, particularly during storms, of trail shoulder from bike and pedestrian
use.

Minor increase in roadway pollutants from increased trail user traffic.

Impactsfrom ditch and culvert
maintenance similar to Preferred
Alternative.

No long-term impacts from trail
use.

Plants and Wetlands

Limited plant removal for fence construction and safe trail operation. Plants expected to
recolonize areafollowing construction. Potential for increased Himalayan blackberry
growth along fence lines.

Removal of hazard trees, trimming of vegetation to maintain sight lines at road
Crossings.

Minimal impacts to weedy annual forbs and grasseson rail bed. Minimal vegetation on
trail surface.

Minor trampling of trailside vegetation during trail use.

Filling of portions of 5 wetlandstotaling .09 acre during construction. No measurable
change to wetland function; existing functions low.

Potential for accidental spills of surfacing material into wetlands.

Potential for minor wetland sedimentation during culvert maintenance.

Increased human and pet wetland disturbance, overgrowth of invasive plant speciesover
long term.

Impactsfrom ditch and culvert
maintenance similar to Preferred
Alternative.

No long-term impacts from trail
use.

May 2002
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Element of the
Environment

Preferred Alternative

No Action Alternative

Wildlifeand Fish

Temporary wildlife displacement during construction. Impacts greatest in trail segment
2.

Long term noise and visual disturbance from dogs, restricted access from fencing, and
trampling of vegetation. Urban specieswould remain common.

Minor restriction in access to sensitive habitats for larger mammals from fencing.

Potential short-term and long-term displacement of nesting/foragingpileated
woodpeckers.

Potential for temporary sedimentation of fish bearing streams, spawning areas during
construction.

Potential spillage of hazardous materialsinto streams, temporary fish displacement from
construction noise. Potential impact to prominentcoho spawners.

Potential increasein human disturbance of streams during trail use.

Potential temporary downstream rel ease of sediment, debrisfrom ditch and culvert
cleaning.

No changein wildlife presence.
Urban generalist specieswould
remain common.

Impactsto fish from ditch and
culvert cleaning would be similar
to the Preferred Alternative.

Land and Shoreline Use

Construction disturbance to 350 residences for one to two days during gravel placement.
Perception of reduced privacy, visual impacts, and saf ety over long term.
Greatest impact to properties bisected by rail corridor.

No construction disturbanceto
residencesfrom gravel placement.
No perceived impactsfrom trail
use.

Temporary periodic disturbance
from ditch and culvert cleaning.

Socio-Economic

Perceived impactsto property values.

Perceived increasein opportunity for trespass or private property vandalism.
Potential increase in accidents between trail users and residents; gravel surfacewill
minimizetravel speedsand accident potential.

Potential safety concernsfor users
of shouldersof East Lake
Sammamish Parkway. Minimal
separation from vehicles provided.

Transportation

1,428 one-way truck trips over 8 to 12 weeks of construction; potential for temporary
traffic delays.

200 peak weekend day vehicletrips expected over long term.

Daily parking demand of 125 cars on peak summer weekend.

Potential conflictsbetween trail usersand cars at road crossings.

Potential safety concernsfor users
of shoulders of East Lake
Sammamish Parkway. Minimal
separation from vehicles provided.
Vehicletraffic limited to
maintenancevehiclesperiodically
entering railbed to perform

mai ntenance.

Cultural and Historical
Resources

Limited subsurface disturbance associated with construction.
Minor potential for disturbance of cultural resources during culvert maintenance, sign
and fence installation.

Nofenceor signinstallation.
Disturbance potential from ditch
and culvert maintenance similar to
Preferred Alternative.

Visual

Potential visual impacts to some existing residences.
Views of fencing from residences minimized.

Trail closed to publicuse. No
fencing constructed. No visual
impacts.
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Proposed Implementation Schedule

The implementation schedule, including activities that have already occurred, for the East Lake
Sammamish Interim Use Trail is as follows:

Transmit Executive Proposed Interim August 25, 2000
Use and Resource Protection

Recommendations to King County

Council for review and adoption

King County Council adopts Interim Use December 2000
and Resource Protection Plan

Obtain required permits June 1999 through May 2002
Begin implementation of permitted July 2002
improvements

No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative would not require any Interim Use Trail construction. However,
some resource protection maintenance and operations functions would continue to occur in part
due to the County's responsibility under railbanking. These functions would include:

Drainage Maintenance — As with the Preferred Alternative, ditches and culverts would be
maintained as necessary, to alow for effective drainage.

Vegetation Removal — Vegetation would be removed or trimmed along the railbed in order to
keep the corridor clear. Low levels of edging, mowing and weed removal would be
conducted to maintain lines of sight and discourage trash dumping.

Litter Removal — Litter would be picked up and removed as necessary.

Under this alternative, periodic trail inspections to look for and address drainage problems,
surface conditions, dump sites, illega activity, and/or access issues at roadway crossings would
be conducted in response to specific public requests, and when weather conditions could result in
acute drainage issues.

Public Access

There would be no public access under this aternative.

May 2002 Page 2-7



East Lake Sammamish Interim Use Trail and Resour ce Protection Plan EA

CHAPTER 3. ENVIRONMENTAL, SOCIAL,
AND ECONOMIC IMPACTS

IMPACT SUMMARY

This chapter presents a concise description and discussion of the project areafor various
elements of the environment. The elements of the environment addressed in this Environmental
Assessment (EA) are described and analyzed to the extent needed to support an environmental
determination under NEPA and FHWA guidelines. No significant adverse impacts were
identified for any element of the environment evaluated in this EA and listed below:

Earth and Groundwater

Surface Water

Plants and Wetlands

Wildlife and Fish

Land and Shoreline Use
Socio-Economic

Transportation

Cultural and Historical Resources
Visual

3.1 EARTH AND GROUNDWATER

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Several sources of information regarding existing geologic conditions (topography, soils,
groundwater, and associated hazards) that may be affected by the proposed East Lake
Sammamish Interim Use Trail improvements were evauated for this EA. The Geology and
Technical Backup evaluation (Geology Appendix, King County, FEIS 2000a) includes maps of
surficial geology and geological hazards, and a table summarizing the existing slope and
geologic conditions for each trail segment.

King County identified two areas along the proposed Interim Use Trail alignment for collection
of soil samples. Preliminary testing indicated the presence of diesel and heavy oil at one site,
and the presence of heavy oil at the other. The testing did not quantify the concentration of these
contaminants in the samples. Neither of these areas would be disturbed as part of construction
activities for the Interim Use Trail. King County is developing a plan for more detailed testing
of the soilsin these areas prior to construction of the Master Plan trail.

See Appendix A for a detailed description of Affected Environment.
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IMPACTS

Preferred Alternative

Approximately 7,100 cubic yards of gravel would be placed on the existing railbed as part of
implementing the Preferred Alternative. Erosion and sedimentation impacts could occur from
the cleaning and maintenance of ditches and culverts. Such potential impacts would be greatest
along Segments 2 through 6, where the railbed is often at the toe of a cut, fill, or natural slope.

L ess erosion and sedimentation would occur along drainage ditches in Segments 1 and 7, where
the project corridor isin flat-lying aress.

Minor erosion and sedimentation could occur during removal of remaining railroad ties,
placement and grading of crushed rock trail surfacing, fence construction, bollard and signpost
installation, and removal of hazard trees. These impacts would be minimized by use of erosion
control measures such as mulching or hydro seeding, and by other measures described in the
"Mitigation" section below.

Construction of the trail would not alter the potential for or impacts from debris flows.
Construction of the Interim Use Trail would not require cutting into any slopes, and therefore
would not reduce the stability of existing slopes.

Incidental leaks of oils, lubricants, and fuels from construction equipment could occur during
construction of the Preferred Alternative. If not prevented, contained, or cleaned up, these leaks
could result in contamination of soil and surface water. The volume of such leaks from any
given piece of equipment would be minimal (less than a gallon), unless amajor fuel or hydraulic
system piping failure occurred. Impacts to groundwater are unlikely, due to the short duration of
construction in a given segment.

With implementation of mitigation measures, construction-related impacts would not be
significant.

Over the long term, any soil left exposed to rainfall and surface runoff after initial construction
and subsequent maintenance could erode and cause increased siltation and sedimentation of
surface waters. Measures to prevent soil exposure to rainfall (such as mulching and
hydroseeding) would be taken. Long-term impacts to earth and groundwater from trail use are
anticipated to be negligible. Groundwater discharge to the lake would not be affected since no
modifications to surface drainage would be made. No significant impacts to groundwater
quantity or quality are expected.

Use of hazardous materials during operation and maintenance of the Interim Use Tralil is not
anticipated. Vegetation control would be conducted with weed trimmers and mechanical
mowers. Wood splinters from removed railroad ties do not present long-term hazardous material
concerns due to the very low leachability of the wood preservatives contained in the ties.
Therefore, there are no anticipated significant impacts to earth and groundwater from the
operation and maintenance of the Preferred Alternative.
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MITIGATION

Preferred Alternative
Erosion

Soil that is not disturbed during construction or maintenance activities would not require
mitigation. During construction, erosion control best management practices (BMPs) would be
implemented to reduce erosion in construction areas. Impacts from removing existing sediment
from ditches and culverts can best be mitigated by use of the most current BMPs. BMPs include,
but are not limited to:

Scheduling construction activities for the most appropriate times of year, e.g., periods of low
rainfall.

Mulching ditches and slopes with straw or matting where accumulated slough is removed to

reduce ditch infilling and short-term erosion; reseed or plant with vegetation to reduce long-
term erosion and sloughing, thus reducing the future frequency of ditch and culvert cleaning.

Choosing BMPs for site-specific characteristics, including soil gradation, ditch inclination,
and slope angle and height.

Isolating work areas, and managing and monitoring turbidity.

The application of these BMPs are described in the project’s Technical Information Report
(Parametrix 2001a), Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP; Parametrix 2001b), and
Temporary Sediment and Erosion Control and Construction Monitoring Plan (Parametrix
2001c), aswell as the Regional Road Maintenance Endangered Species Act Program Guidelines
(Regional Road Maintenance Technical Working Group 2000).

Siltation associated with placement and grading of crushed rock may be mitigated by use of silt
fences to protect wet ditches and skillful earthwork to reduce the amount of materia spilled into
ditches. Silt-laden soils excavated during signpost, bollard, and fence installation would be
removed from the site or spread in place and covered with mulch. Erosion that may occur from
the removal of remaining railroad ties and hazard trees (Plants and Wetlands Section 3.3) would
be mitigated by the placement of straw mulch as needed. The mgjority of these BMPs would be
identified and their usage prescribed in the construction plans and specifications.

No soil disturbance would occur in areas with suspected contamination of diesel and heavy oil.

Hazardous Materials

Spill control and cleanup procedures for hazardous materials used during project construction is
addressed in the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) for the construction project.
The SWPPP is required as a condition of the construction National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) permit for the project, and it includes BMPs for prevention,
identification, reporting, clean-up and monitoring of any fluid leaks or spills that could impact
the earth and groundwater. Compliance with the SWPPP would be monitored by King County
or their designated representative.
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3.2 SURFACE WATER

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

The East Lake Sammamish Interim Use Trail lies within four major watersheds: Bear Creek,
Sammamish River, East Lake Sammamish, and Issaquah Creek, all of which are part of Water
Resource Inventory Area (WRIA) 8: Cedar-Sammamish Basin. Most of the proposed trail would
lie within the East Lake Sammamish Basin (Figures 3.2-1 and 3.2-2). Numerous perennia and
intermittent creeks, seeps, and wetlands lie within the project area. Severa lakes are |ocated
within the project area, and most of the trail would be located within 200 feet of the eastern shore
of Lake Sammamish. Surface waters, including the hydrology, water quality, and floodplains
associated with the major surface water features within the project area, are discussed in
Appendix B. Wetlands and fisheries are discussed in Sections 3.3 and 3.4 of this document.

IMPACTS

Preferred Alternative

Impacts to surface water associated with general construction activities would be similar along
the entire trail length. All construction activities would be temporary and of relatively short
duration in any one location, and with incorporation of mitigation measures, impacts would not
be significant.

Gravel placement along the entire trail corridor for erosion control and creation of aleve trall
surface would be the main construction activity associated with the Interim Use Trail. Locations
for trail construction staging areas have been identified and are limited to three areas at the south,
north, and midsection of the corridor, where existing impervious area is wide enough to
accommodate staging of equipment and or materials. No area will be expanded and no new
disturbances will be created. Gravel placement could result in an increase in fine sediment,
which could temporarily impact water quality. Gravel placement could also increase erosion
along ditches, wetlands, or streams adjacent to the existing railbed, if heavy machinery used to
haul and spread the gravel were to drive on the shoulder. Heavy equipment required for
construction activities could potentially impact water quality by increasing the potential for spills
(such as oil or gasoline).

Resource protection includes construction of fences near streams and wetlands. Due to
vegetation removal and earthwork, sedimentation and erosion would be potential impacts
associated with construction of these fences (see Section 3.1, Earth and Groundwater).
Excavation for fence posts would be short-term and localized. Fence posts would generally be
placed in flat locations, reducing the potential for erosion and sedimentation.

Ditch and culvert maintenance would occur during both the construction and long-term
operational phases of the trail. This maintenance would require localized vegetation removal as
needed to access the site and manual cleaning of ditches and culverts using shovels and
speciaized tools. These activities would potentially result in short-term water quality impacts.
The Preferred Alternative would likely restore local drainage patterns and reduce local flooding
problems by maintaining or restoring the historic level of function in these ditches and pipes.
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Only existing ditches and culverts would be maintained; impacts are expected to be non-
significant and isolated. King County is proposing to provide routine maintenance of ditches and
culverts along the corridor, which would primarily include removing sediment from culverts and
ditches. Thiswork would not be performed without the required permits. Mitigation for
potential impacts associated with this work would be addressed under the permit applications.
Impacts are expected to be non-significant and isolated.

Long-term use of the Interim Use Trail is not likely to affect the hydrology of any of the streams
or Lake Sammamish or affect identified floodplains. Impervious area and topography would not
be atered from current conditions.

Hydrologic impacts to streams in the project area are not expected because the imperviousness of
the trail would not change under interim use. Hydrologic models do not distinguish between
types of gravel in their runoff calculations. Since the Preferred Alternative would simply involve
adding gravel to agravel surface, the trail surface will hydrologically perform the same way as
the existing surface. Gravel and rock placed on a portion of the railbed during rail salvage did
not effectively change the hydrology or imperviousness of the railbed from its condition prior to
salvage. Furthermore, no additional impervious surfaces would be created to provide parking. It
is possible that additional impervious surfaces would be added in conjunction with access points.
However, these areas are expected to be minimal and have a negligible impact on hydrology.
Therefore, the Preferred Alternative is not expected to create additional runoff.

Implementation of the Interim Use Trail would require partia filling of wetlands that occur on
the railbed surface (see Plants and Wetlands Section 3.3). The Preferred Alternative would result
in the filling or partial filling of five such wetlands: Wetlands 31B, 30B, 29A, 28A, and 16A.
Based on wetlands eval uations conducted as part of the SEPA EIS, Wetlands 31B, 30B, 29A,

and 28A do not provide significant flood storage, and would not attenuate peak flows. Impacts
would not be significant. Wetland 16A does provide a small volume of storage. However, this
wetland drains to Lake Sammamish through a pipe, and is not connected via surface water to a
stream. Therefore, impacts would not be significant because fill in Wetland 16A would not alter
peak flows in streams along the trail corridor.

The Interim Use Trail would not be subjected to vehicular use except for periodic maintenance.
Therefore, it would not be a source of heavy metals or hydrocarbons. Because it would not be
fertilized, the trail would also not be a source of nutrients such as phosphorus, which isa
pollutant of concern in the Lake Sammamish Basin. Based on these facts and definitions of
pollutant-generating surfaces (1998, King County Surface Water Design Manual) !, it is assumed
that the Interim Use Trail would be considered non-pollutant-generating and impacts would not
be significant. Increased use by bicycles and dogs (which could be considered potential sources
of pollutants) would not result in significant and measurable water quality impacts. Potential
increases in the amount of dog feces could be an additional source of fecal coliform and nutrients
to the basin, but with incorporation of mitigation measures, impacts would not be significant.

Pollution-Generating |mpervious Surfaces include “those (surfaces) which are subject to vehicular use or
storage of erodible or leachable materials, wastes, or chemicals, and which receive direct rainfall or the run-on
or flow in of rainfall.” Pollution-Generating Pervious Surfaces include (but are not limited to) “lawn and
landscaped areas of residential or commercial sites, golf courses, parks and sportsfields.”
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Increased bicycle and pedestrian use of the railroad corridor could increase erosion of the trail
shoulder (i.e., oughing of gravel) near ditches, wetlands, and streams if these areas are not
stabilized prior to use. Erosion could result in sediment being conveyed to streams, which could
temporarily degrade water quality. This could occur during storm events when fine sediment
could flush from the trail. In addition, unauthorized access points to the trail could trigger loca
erosion and increase the amount of sediment being conveyed to streams. However, with
incorporation of mitigation measures, impacts would not be significant.

Increased vehicular traffic due to trail users aong East Lake Sammamish Parkway and other
roads near the trail could increase pollutants, such as hydrocarbons and heavy metals, found in
local road runoff. Increased traffic from trail usersis minor, and road runoff would be treated as
part of the roadways drainage systems. Therefore, no additional water quality mitigation is
proposed and impacts would not be significant.

Implementation of resource protection measures would not result in any significant long-term
impacts to streams, and may minimize other impacts to the streams adjacent to the Interim Use
Trail.

Approximately 6,800 linear feet of the existing trail right-of-way are located within the East
Lake Sammamish 100-year FEMA floodplain and 620 linear feet within the North Fork Issaquah
Creek 100-year FEMA floodplain. Implementation of the Preferred Alternative would not
change floodplain characteristics from the current condition. Impacts would not be significant.

Historic flooding/drainage complaints in the project vicinity were examined and only two were
determined to be related to ditches or pipes associated with the existing railbed. Both of these
complaints are related to maintenance of existing (historic) drainage patterns, not capacity.
Maintenance work was performed at both of the complaint locations in October 2001. Sediment
was removed and the areas were stabilized to improve drainage through the problem areas. King
County will continue to perform regular maintenance of culverts and ditches along the trail as
part of their railbanking obligations.

MITIGATION

Preferred Alternative

Identified impacts would not be significant following implementation of mitigation actions. The
project will be constructed in compliance with King County Surface Water Design Manual core
requirements, illustrated in Table 3.2-1. In addition to complying with the required mitigation
associated with permits and approvals required by the cities of |ssaquah, Redmond, and
Sammamish, as well as King County, and Washington State Departments of Ecology and Fish
and Wildlife. Construction BMPs outlined in the King County Surface Water Design Manual
would be implemented at all construction sites (Table 3.2-2).
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Table 3.2-1. 1998 King County Surface Water Design

Manual Core Requirements.

King County Core
Requirements

I ntent

#1 |Dischargeat Natural Location To prevent surface and stormwater runoff from creating an adverseimpact to
downstream properties or drainage systems.

#2 |OffsgteAnaysis Toidentify and eval uate offsite drainage problemsthat could be created or aggravated
by the proposed project.

#3 |Flow Control To protect downstream properties and natural resources from increasesin peak,
duration, and volume of runoff generated by the proposed project.

#4 |Conveyance Systems To ensure proper design and construction of conveyance systems.

#5 |Erosion and Sediment Control To prevent transport of sediment to streams, lakes, wetlands, and drainage systems.

#6 |Maintenance and Operations To ensure that responsibility for maintaining and operating drainage facilitiesis
clearly defined.

#7 |Financial Guaranteesand Liability | To ensurefinancial guarantees are posted to sufficiently cover costs of correcting
substandard drainage facilities.

#8 |Water Quality To ensurethat efficient, cost-effective water quality treatment is provided to the

targeted treatment level to meet the resource protection needs of specific areas.

Source: King County, 1998b.

Table 3.2-2 King County Recommended Temporary Erosion

and Sediment Control BMPs.

Category

ApplicableBMPs

Temporary Cover Practices

Temporary seeding;
Straw mulch;

Bonded fiber matrices;
Plastic covering.

Permanent Cover Practices

Preserving natural vegetation;
Buffer zones;
Permanent seeding and planting.

Structural Erosion Control BMPs

Stabilized construction entrance;
Tire wash;

Construction road stabilization;
Dust control;

Interceptor dike andswale;
Check dams.

Sediment Retention

Filter fence;
Stormdraininlet protection;
Sedimentation basins.

Source: King County (1998b).

Additional mitigation would be provided to ensure that construction, maintenance, and use of the
trail does not result in any significant long-term impacts to surface water resources. These
additional mitigation methods include:

Stabilizing the trail shoulder in areas adjacent to streams, wetlands, and ditches;

Conducting maintenance investigations of the trail corridor after large storm events and on
aroutine schedule to identify eroding ditches and unauthorized access points;
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Replanting native riparian vegetation along stream corridors to reduce bank erosion and
enhance habitat;

Installing and maintaining dog waste collection stations,

Restoring function to the existing storm drainage system for the entire stream corridor;
Timing maintenance periods to minimize impacts to fish;

Installation of geotextile fabric in ditches with disturbed soil; and

The edges of the trail near salmon bearing streams could be lined with 4-inch high
geotextile fabric and backfilled with washed rock. The gravel mix used for the trail
surface (containing fine sediment) would then be separated from the stream and ditches by
the geotextile fabric and washed rock.

3.3 PLANTS AND WETLANDS

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Plants

Vegetation information is based primarily on areview of data provided by resource agencies,
and site visits conducted throughout 1999 and the first three months of 2000. Vegetation
communities (wildlife cover types) in the project area are shown on Figures 3-A, 3-B, 3-C, 3-D,
3-E, 3-F, 3-G, 3-H, 3-I, and 3-J, located at the end of this Chapter.

Existing vegetation was classified into the following communities. urban matrix, deciduous
forest, coniferous forest, and wetland vegetation (Table 3.3-1). The urban matrix is the
predominant plant community in the corridor, and consists of a mosaic of small patches of native
plants, ornamental trees, shrubs, and mowed turf, and areas of invasive and weedy species.
Deciduous and coniferous forest, as well as some of the wetland plant communities, are
comprised primarily of native species. Some non-native weedy species are present in the
communities. Reed canarygrass and/or Himalayan blackberry dominate some of the wetland
plant communities. Individual plant species identified in the project corridor are listed in the
Plant Species Appendix (King County, FEIS, 2000a).

Wetlands

Wetlands are defined as those areas that are inundated or saturated long enough during the
growing season to develop anaerobic conditions in the upper portion of the soil, which resultsin
the development of wetland vegetation and hydric soils. Parametrix, Inc. staff identified
wetlands in April of 1999, and delineated vegetated wetlands during November and December
1999, and January and February 2000. Wetland delineation methods were based on the Wetland
Delineation Manual (Environmental Laboratory, 1987) and the Washington State Wetlands

| dentification and Delineation Manual (Ecology, 1997).
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Table 3.3-1. Typical Plant Species Present in the Plant Communities in the Corridor

Vegetation
Community Frequency' | Typical Species Common Name Scientific Name
Landscaped 70% Overstory Ornamental trees
Understory Mixed turf grasses
Ornamental shrubs
Coniferous Forest 5% Overstory Douglas-fir Pseudotsuga menziesii
Western redcedar Thujaplicata
Red alder Alnus rubra
Understory Salal Gaultheriashallon
Swordfern Polystichum munitum
Evergreen huckleberry Vacciniumovatum
Indian plum Oemleria cerasiformis
Vine maple Acer circinatum
Deciduous Forest 5% Overstory FBele%l ;ﬁeTaple ﬁlcr?l:snrlauggphyl lum
Understory Beaked hazelnut Coryluscornuta
Swordfern Polystichum munitum
Salal Gaultheriashallon
Common snowberry Symphoricarposalbus
Himalayan blackberry Rubusdiscolor
Oregon grape Mahoniaaquifolium
Wetland 10% Forested Black cottonwood Populusbalsamifera
Oregonash Fraxinus latifolia
Pacific ninebark Physocar pus capitatus
Shrub Pacific willow Salixlucida
Sitkawillow Salix sitchensis
Himalayan blackberry Rubusdiscol or
Emergent Reed canarygrass Phalarisarundinacea
Himalayan blackberry Rubusdiscolor
Soft rush Juncus effusus
Cattail Typhalatifolia
Ballast 10% Weedy grassesand Bentgrass Agrostissp.
forbs Reed canarygrass Phalarisarundinacea
Danelion Taraxacumofficinale
Nipplewort Lapsana Cemmunis
Shotweed Cardamine olgospermum
Himalayan blackberry Rubusdiscolor

Wetlands were classified according to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Classification of
Wetlands and Deep Water Habitats of the United States (Cowardin et al., 1979). Boundaries of
palustrine (vegetated) wetlands occurring in the project area were delineated within the corridor,
or within 25 feet of the top edge of therailbed. Lacustrine wetlands occur along the Lake
Sammamish shoreline adjacent to the corridor in severa locations. Boundaries of lacustrine
wetlands were not delineated and are assumed to occur at the shoreline waterwards until water
depths are greater than 6.6 feet. Additional detailed information is located in the Wetland
Appendix, East Lake Sammamish Trail Wetlands Report (King County, FEIS, 2000a). Wetland
functional assessments were conducted for vegetated wetlands based on the presence of

indicators and professional judgment. These assessments focused on hydrological and biological
functions typically performed by wetlands (Brinson, 1993; Reimold, 1994; Reppert, et a., 1979).
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Threatened, Endangered, or Sensitive Plant Species

Species with Federal Status

Threatened, endangered, or sensitive plant species are usually sensitive to disturbance. Because
the corridor and the project vicinity are largely urbanized, there is alow probability for the
presence of threatened, endangered, or sensitive species. The Washington State Department of
Natural Resources (DNR) Natural Heritage Program (NHP) lists plant species considered to be
federally threatened, endangered, a candidate for listing, or sensitive. No federally listed plant
species are known to be in the project area or vicinity (see Plant Species Appendix, King County,
FEIS, 20004).

Species with State Status

The NHP has also developed alist of plant species considered to be threatened, endangered, or
sensitive within the State of Washington (DNR, 2000). Data from the NHP indicates that a state
sensitive plant species, shining flatsedge (Cyperus bipartitus = C. rivularis), was reported
growing approximately 0.02 mile from the corridor in the vicinity of Lake Sammamish State
Park. Thissmall, annual flatsedge occurs on sandbars adjacent to fresh water lakes and streams.
The species was not observed to occur in the trail corridor.

See Appendix C for adetailed description of Plants and Wetlands in the trail corridor.
IMPACTS

Preferred Alternative

Plants

Because the Interim Use Trail would be built on an existing structure, no significant impacts to
plants are expected. Construction impacts of the Interim Use Trail would be limited to plant
removal for fence construction and safe trail operation. Culvert maintenance and gravel
installation could result in non-significant impacts to small amounts of vegetation.

Impacts to plants to improve trail safety would include removal of hazard trees and reduction of
vegetation to maintain sight lines at intersections and road or driveway crossings. Several hazard
trees have been identified along the route (see Table B-B1 of the Geology Appendix, King
County, FEIS, 2000a). Vegetation that blocks sight lines at road and driveway crossings would
be removed or thinned to increase visibility for trail users and vehicles.

During fence installation, all plants within the fence line would be removed to provide a clear
fence line. Impacts along the fence line would be temporary and not significant because plants
would recolonize within several growing seasons following fence installation.

Currently, plants do not grow on the top of the railbed to any great extent. However, those plants
that do exist on the railbed would be impacted by gravel placement. Those plants are typically
low stature, weedy, annual forbs and grasses that are limited in extent. They do not provide
measurable amounts of protection, food, or forage to wildlife, and they do not provide other
appreciable ecological functions. Impacts would not be significant.

Page 3-10 May 2002



East Lake Sammamish Interim Use Trail and Resour ce Protection Plan EA

No adverse impacts to plants in the corridor are likely to result from long-term trail use. Because
the trail would be located on an existing structure in a largely urban environment, long-term use
would not result in loss of plant species diversity or reduced plant structural diversity in the
corridor. Non-significant impacts could result from maintenance of fences and sight lines at
crossings, or from trampling by humans or pets.

Wetlands

Permanent, direct impacts to wetlands through filling would be limited to wetlands that extend
onto the railbed surface, because no new railbed would be built, and the existing railbed would
not be widened. Other construction impacts could include accidental spilling of construction
materials, temporary noise disturbance to wetland wildlife, and sedimentation and vegetation
disturbance during fence installation. No significant wetland or wetland buffer impacts are
anticipated.

Portions of five wetlands are located on the railbed and would be subject to filling from
construction (See Figures 3-A, 3-B, 3-C, 3-D, 3-E, 3-F, 3-G, 3-H, 3-1, 3-J, and the GI S maps at
the end of this Chapter). The total area of filling is approximately 0.087 acre (see Table 3.3-2).
All five affected wetlands are located in the City of Sammamish, and two of these are less than
2,500 square feet and are exempt from sensitive area regulations. The proposed wetland impacts
would be regulated by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) under the Clean Water Act.
The City of Sammamish would also regulate impacts to wetlands greater than 2,500 square feet
in total area under the local sensitive areas code.

The areas of impacted wetland are poorly vegetated and do not have vegetated or functioning
buffers because they are located on the railbed. The wetlands are each of limited size, and thus
they do not provide important biologic or hydrologic functions (refer to Wetland Appendix, King
County, FEIS, 2000a). No measurable change to wetland function would occur through filling
of these areas.

Accidenta surfacing material (e.g., gravel) spills from the top of the railbed during trail
construction could result in burial of wetland vegetation and soils. The use of BMPs and careful
gravel placement during construction would reduce the risk of spilling. No significant impacts to
wetlands or their buffers are expected with the incorporation of mitigation measures.

Table 3.3-2. Summary of Potential Wetland Impacts

Impacted Area (Top of
ekl Rail Bed) (acre)
Wetland Wetland
Wetland Sub-basin Area (acre) Rating Preferred Alternative
31B Panhandle 0.024 Not rated* 0.019
30B Panhandle 0.380 Class 3 0.017
29A Panhandle 0.030 Not rated 0.011
28A Panhandle 0.153 Class 3 0.012
16A Monohon 0.068 Class 3 0.028
Total 0.087

! Waetland areais smaller than 2,500 square feet and is not rated according to Sammamish/King County Sensitive Area Ordinance.
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Culvert maintenance activities generaly are limited to periodic clearing of sediments and debris
and do not usualy result in direct disturbance to wetlands. However, a small amount of
sediment could be deposited in wetlands as a result of culvert maintenance. Small amounts of
vegetation in wetlands or wetland buffers may be cleared to maintain culverts. These activities
would result in minor aterations of wildlife habitat in the affected wetlands. No significant
impacts are expected with the incorporation of mitigation measures.

Long-term use of the trail would not appreciably reduce the existing wetland area, increase
habitat fragmentation, increase risks of introduced plant or animal species, or directly result in
substantial changes to wetland or wetland buffer functions. Resource protection measures
including fencing and signage would prevent human intrusion. Non-significant indirect impacts
to wetland wildlife could occur including increased human and pet disturbance and overgrowth
of invasive plant species in wetlands or wetland buffers.

Where the corridor crosses through the wetlands of Marymoor Park and Lake Sammamish State
Park, it is adjacent to East Lake Sammamish Parkway. Direct impacts related to trail use
potentially would include increased human and pet trampling of wetland plants and disturbance
to soil; these impacts would not be significant.

Fencing may promote the formation of Himalayan blackberry hedges in wetlands or wetland
buffers because this species is currently established in the area and would grow well on the
physical support provided by the fences. The proposed fencing would be installed along the
railbed base where, along most of the corridor, reed canarygrass currently grows. Specific
impacts of Himalayan blackberry on wetland wildlife and other wetland functions are contingent
on the extent of the blackberry colonization, and on the surrounding vegetation composition and
other local conditions, but are not expected to be significant with anticipated vegetation
management measures.

Threatened, Endangered, or Sensitive Plant Species

No threatened, endangered, or sensitive plant species are |ocated within the trail corridor. No
short- or long-term impacts to threatened, endangered, and sensitive plant species are anticipated.

MITIGATION

Preferred Alternative

Plants

Under the Preferred Alternative, mitigation for construction impacts would consist of avoiding
and minimizing potential impacts wherever possible. Mitigation also includes the use of
construction BMPs and a vegetation management plan that would meet the requirements of all
resource agencies. This plan would be implemented to specify when plant removal is needed,
how areas would be replanted or re-seeded if necessary, and monitoring requirements.

Impacts to plants in the corridor from long-term use of the trail by humans or pets would be
mitigated by several actions. Primary mitigation for plant impacts would be specified in the
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vegetation management plan. The goa of the management plan is to maintain and monitor
native plant communities in the corridor, provide a safe trail environment, and control invasive
species. Also, the plan would identify when plant replacement is needed, specify plant species,
numbers, and locations for native plantings, and stipulate monitoring requirements. The plan
would follow regulations and incorporate guidelines for native plant management as stipul ated
by King County. The plan would include manual, mechanical, biological, cultural, and chemical
methods. This strategy is designed to minimize potential negative impacts from vegetation
management in wetland and riparian buffers, wetlands, water bodies, steep slopes, deciduous
forests, and the urban matrix.

Monitoring, documentation, and implementation would be the responsibility of King County,
and would be accomplished by County staff or contract.

Fences would limit access to sensitive areas, and to some ornamental plantings and areas of
mowed turf, reducing the risk of trampling impacts from humans and pets.

Wetlands

In accordance with local regulations, unavoidable alteration of Class 3 wetlands and wetland
buffer would be mitigated by replacement or enhancement using a 1:1 ratio (on-site and in same
sub-basin).

A wetland mitigation site has been identified. This area was chosen for enhancement because
part of this wetland will be impacted by the proposed trail and it is primarily located within the
right-of-way owned by King County (i.e., no property acquisition is required). Enhancement of
this area would provide a 4-to-1 wetland compensation ratio for permanent wetland impacts
(0.087 acre), thus exceeding the required mitigation ratio. The conceptual mitigation plan is
currently under review by the local jurisdiction.

Temporary impacts to wetlands during construction would be minimized through the use of
BMPs. These would include performing railbed protection and fence installation during the
driest months, and using hand tools to minimize the risk of disturbed soil or sediments entering
the wetland. To minimize the disturbance to vegetation, fencing would be located to avoid
removal of trees, shrubs and herbaceous plants, wherever possible. To avoid accidental spillage
of gravel into wetlands, careful placement and grading of gravel and the use of erosion and
sediment BMPs are recommended.

Ongoing maintenance to keep the corridor clear of nuisance vegetation would be conducted.

3.4 WILDLIFE AND FISH

This section describes cover types and associated wildlife in the vicinity, and the occurrence of
threatened, endangered, and other species of state and federal concern.
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AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT
Wildlife

The project area passes through four main vegetation cover types. urban matrix, deciduous tree
cover (both upland and riparian), coniferous tree cover (upland only), and wetlands (see Figures
3-A, 3-B, 3-C, 3-D, 3-E, 3-F, 3-G, 3-H, 3-1, 3-J, and the GIS maps at end of this Chapter). The
Wildlife Appendix (King County, FEIS, 2000a) provides alist of al wildlife species expected in
the project area vicinity.

Threatened and Endangered Species

Species with federal status that are likely to use the project vicinity include bald eagle, peregrine
falcon, and Western pond turtle. Species with state or local status that are likely to use the
project vicinity include purple martin, great blue heron, pileated woodpecker, and red-tailed
hawk. Some of these species have been documented in the project area. Additional information
is provided in the Wildlife Appendix of the SEPA EIS (King County, FEIS, 2000a) as well as the
Biological Evaluation (King County, 2000b).

Threatened and endangered fish that could be affected by the project include chinook salmon and
bull trout. Other fish species with federal status that occur within the project vicinity include
coho salmon, which are a candidate for listing, and Pacific and river lamprey, which are federal
species of concern. No state sensitive, threatened, or endangered fish species occur within the
project area. State Priority Species that may occur in the project vicinity include chum, sockeye,
and kokanee salmon, rainbow/steelhead trout, coastal cutthroat trout, white sturgeon (Acipenser
transmontanus), largemouth bass, smallmouth bass, and longfin smelt (Spirinchus thal eichthys).

Fish

Lake Sammamish serves as a rearing environment and migratory pathway for both resident and
anadromous salmonids, with chinook (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha), coho (O. kisutch), sockeye,
and kokanee salmon (both O. nerka), steelhead (O. mykiss), and coastal cutthroat trout (O.
clarki) found in the lake and its tributaries (King County, 1990b; Pfeifer, 1992). Other than one
unconfirmed anecdotal account, there is no documentation of bull trout (Salvelinus confluentus)
presence in the Lake Sammamish basin. Lake Sammamish also contains a diverse population of
resident non- salmonid species (see Table G-1 in Fish Appendix, King County, FEIS, 2000a)
including largemouth bass (Micropterus salmoides), smallmouth bass (M. dolomieu), yellow
perch (Perca flavesens), brown bullhead (Ameiurus nebul osus), and black crappie (Pomoxis
nigromaculatus) (King County, 1990b). Sub-populations of Lake Washington sockeye and
kokanee salmon spawn aong the shorelines of Lake Sammamish. Although actual spawner
numbers are unknown, shore spawning populations have been declining in recent years.
Historically, al of the east shore south of Weber Point supported beach-spawning sockeye
salmon (Fisher, personal communication, 2000).

Approximately 60 streams and smaller drainages (i.e., those with visible surface flow) are
crossed by the 10.6 mile project corridor. With few exceptions (e.g., North Fork Issaquah
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Creek), streams which flow into Lake Sammamish pass underneath East Lake Sammamish
Parkway through one or more culverts (both concrete and corrugated metal pipe [CMP))
upstream of the railbed crossing. All but the largest of the streams also pass through concrete or
CMP culverts under the former railbed.

The larger streams crossed by the project corridor originate from larger wetland areas or small
lakes on the adjacent Sammamish Plateau. At least nine of these larger streams are known to
provide habitat below barriers for anadromous and/or resident salmonid species including coho,
fal chinook, and sockeye/kokanee salmon, rainbow trout, and cutthroat trout. These salmonid-
bearing streams include North Fork Issaguah, Many Springs, Laughing Jacobs, Pine Lake,
Ebright, Zaccuse, George Davis, and Perennial Stream 0163. Although other streams within the
study area also supported salmonid populations at one time, shoreline development, road and
railroad construction, and other activities destroyed fish habitat and created impassable barriers
to upstream passage.

Other fish species likely to be present in some of the approximately 60 streams, depending on
site-specific habitat conditions, include threespine stickleback (Gasterosteus acul eatus), speckled
dace (Rhinichthys osculus), sculpins (Cottus spp.), or brook lamprey (Lampetra richardsoni).

IMPACTS

Preferred Alternative

Wwildlife

Construction of an Interim Use Trail could impact wildlife through noise and visual disturbance.
Where construction activities (i.e., grading and dumping, spreading, and leveling of gravel)
occur, wildlife sensitive to disturbance could be temporarily displaced to surrounding areas
(Table 3.4-1). The time period of construction in any given segment of the trail would be short
(up to two weeks), and most wildlife would be expected to return to their origina use areas
following construction. Wildlife that use portions of the project corridor where human presence
and activity is currently less common (e.g., Segment 2) are expected to show a greater response
to trail construction than wildlife in other portions of the project corridor where human
disturbance is currently more common (e.g., Segment 1 and Segments 3 through 7). However,
with the incorporation of mitigation measures, impacts are not expected to be significant.

Long-term interim trail use could impact wildlife through noise and visual disturbance,
harassment from dogs, restricted access due to fencing, and habitat degradation through
trampling of vegetation. Most of the railbed vicinity consists of developed areas with homes,
light-industrial buildings, and paved roads. Wildlife that use these areas have a demonstrated
tolerance for human activities and domestic animals, and trail use would likely represent a
negligible increase in visua and noise disturbance, and harassment by dogs. Urban generalists,
such as house sparrows, house finches, song sparrows, and robins would remain common
throughout the project area. Impacts would not be significant.
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Table 3.4-1. Construction and Interim Trail Use Effects on Wildlife
Action
Trail Construction Interim Trail Use Resour ce
Alternative Protection
Preferred General Wildlife: General Wildlife: Fencingand
Alternative Short-term displacement of somewildlife, Minor disturbanceto wildlife, especialy in signage of
especially in Segment 2. Segment 2. Some wildlife may avoid the streamsand
immediatetrail vicinity. For larger mammals, | Wetlands.
minor restriction in access to sensitive habitats
due to fencing.
Threatened and Endangered (T & E) Species: T & E Species: Avoidance
No impact to existing bald eagle nest site, great | Noimpact to existing bald eagle nest site, during _
blue heron rookery, or likely red-tailed hawk great blue heron rookery, or likely red-tailed construction
nest site. Potential short-term displacement of | hawk nest site. Potential long-term
nesting and/or foraging pileated woodpeckersto | displacement of nesting and/or foraging
surrounding areas. No impact to other sensitive | pileated woodpeckersto surrounding areas.
species. No impact to other sensitive species.

Homes and light industrial buildings are not present along most of the northern part of the railbed
(i.e., Segment 2). The main disturbance in this area is the traffic from East Lake Sammamish
Parkway. Interim trail use in the area could result in some visua and noise disturbance to
wildlife, as well as harassment from dogs. Birds that nest adjacent to the railbed in this area
could be displaced to areas farther from the trail, and some small mammals may also move to
areas farther from the trail. Disturbance effects to larger mammals, such as deer, coyotes, and
fox, may be moderated by the fact that these animals are active mostly in early morning,
evening, and nighttime, when trail use is expected to be less intensive. Impacts are not expected
to be significant.

Fencing along portions of the trail could inhibit deer, coyote, and fox access to Lake Sammamish
and other sensitive habitats. However, because fencing would be intermittent, it would not

entirely prohibit these animals from using these areas and would result in non-significant

impacts. Fencing has the beneficial effect of restricting trail users from adjacent sensitive

habitats.

Threatened and Endangered Wildlife Species

The existing great blue heron rookeries in Lake Sammamish State Park and along the
Sammamish River and the bald eagle nest associated with the Lake Sammamish territory are dll
at least 1,320 feet from the trail. The bald eagle nest is not within line-of-sight of the trail.

However, the nest used by the Marymoor Park bald eagles in 2000 is within approximately 660
feet of the trail and is within line of sight when deciduous trees are not leafed out.

The Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW, 1999b) recommends a 820- to 984-
foot buffer around great blue heron rookeries, and the King County Surface Water Design
Manual, Special District Overlay, SO-200 requires a 660-foot buffer around rookeries. Standard
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buffer distances are not given by WDFW for bald eagles, but the Pacific Bald Eagle Recovery
Plan recommends a buffer of 0.25 mile (1,320 feet) for screened nests and 0.50 mile (2,640 feet)
for visible nests from the following activities. camping, fireworks, timber harvest, and other
disturbing activities (USFWS, 1986). Given the distances of the heron rookeries and the Lake
Sammamish eagle nest from the trail and the type of human activities that are aready taking
place in the trail vicinity, disturbance associated with trail construction and use is not expected to
affect these nest sites and impacts would not be significant.

Although the Marymoor Park eagle nest is relatively near the trail, the eagle pair using this nest
has demonstrated tolerance to human activity. The previous nest location for this pair was
immediately adjacent to the model airplane field at Marymoor Park, an area which receives
heavy use by recreationists. Given their history, it is expected that the Marymoor Park bald

eagle pair would not be appreciably affected by trail construction and use. WDFW indicated that
the distance of the existing nest from the proposed trail should be adequate to protect the nest site
from potential trail construction and use impacts (S. Negre, personal communication). Impacts
are not expected to be significant.

Other sensitive species likely or known to occur in the trail vicinity include peregrine falcons,
western pond turtles, purple martins, pileated woodpeckers, and red-tailed hawks. Because
peregrine falcons are infrequent visitors to the area even during migration, trail construction and
use is expected to have no effect on the species. Western pond turtles also are not likely to be
affected by the project. Suitable habitat for this species is not present adjacent to the trail;
consequently, pond turtle habitat would not be impacted by the Interim Use Trail. Disturbance
to nesting purple martins is not expected from trail construction or interim use, because the
nesting area for the species is about 650 feet from the trail. Effects to pileated woodpeckers may
occur from trail construction and interim use. These birds have been observed foraging in areas
immediately adjacent to the trail, and they may be nesting in the area as well. Trail construction
and use may cause nesting and foraging pileated woodpeckers to be displaced to areas farther
from the trail. However, these impacts are not expected to be significant, because the areas of
concern are relatively small, and habitat is available outside the immediate vicinity of the trail.
Red-tailed hawks are known to use the grassy wetland in Lake Sammamish State Park (wetland
4A through E) and the northern part of the forested wetland in Marymoor Park (wetland 34A
through D) (see Wetland Appendix, King County, FEIS, 2000a). The raptor nest, likely a red-
tailed hawk nest, was located in the Marymoor Park wetland in 2000 and observations indicate
that the nest was active in 1999; bald eagles used this nest site in spring 2000. Due to the
distance from the trail (approximately 630 feet), and apparent intermittent use by red-tailed
hawks, no significant impacts are expected as a result of construction or use of the proposed
Interim Use Trail.

Fish

Impacts to freshwater fish resources resulting from construction of the Interim Use Trail would
be those associated with the project corridor stream crossings. There are minor differencesin
specific impact details from one stream to the next, depending on site-specific conditions.
Potential construction impacts to fish-bearing streams that would be crossed under this
aternative are listed in Table 3.4-2. Sedimentation impacts to crossed streambeds would be
limited to sediment that potentially could be generated by: 1) laying of the new gravel/crushed
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rock trail surface; 2) hole excavation related to fencing, signposts, and bollards; 3) sloughing or
eroding railbed material; and 4) ditch and culvert sediment removal. With incorporation of
mitigation measures, no significant impacts are expected.

Introduction of fine sediments through erosion and runoff to the streams can reduce the
suitability of spawning gravels by filling gravel interstices, thereby restricting intragravel water
flow and associated dissolved oxygen levels. Impacts would be greatest in stream reaches
inhabited by salmonids during critical spawning and/or rearing periods, and excessive fine
sediment could also diminish abundance and diversity of streambed invertebrate (fish food)
production. Unavoidable or uncontrolled sediment inputs of streambed gravels would affect
future suitability for fish spawning unless fall/winter flows flush sediments introduced during the
construction period. Implementation of the recommended mitigation and BMPs for erosion
control should minimize and mitigate potential adverse impacts to fish, and reduce impacts to a
level of non-significance.

Table 3.4-2 Potential Construction and Operational Impacts of the Preferred Alternative
Common to all Fish-Bearing Stream Crossings

Potential | mpacts of Potential Mitigation
Construction and
Operation
E
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Construction
Trail resurfacing X X X X X
Gully repair and railbed shoring X X X X
Increased human activity X X X X
Operational
Ditch cleaning and maintenance X X X
Trail surface maintenance X X X X X
Increased human activity X X X

Other potential short-term construction effects could include spillage of hazardous materials, and
displacement of spawning fish by construction noise. Control of hazardous materiasis a
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standard provision in construction contracts and permits. Construction noise should not occur
for more than a few days in any given stream crossing vicinity. If instream work is anticipated,
the timing of the “work window” (e.g., during ditch and culvert sediment removal) specified in
the Hydraulic Project Approva (HPA) would normally eliminate the potential impact of noise
since spawning fish would not be present.

Long-term (operational) impacts of the Interim Use Trail are similar for most fish species,
regardless of federal or state status. Impacts may be dightly greater on spawning adults of the
various fish species than on juveniles rearing in the larger fish-bearing streams, although impacts
are not expected to be significant. Thiswould be particularly true for large, prominent coho
spawners that may be holding near the trail crossing of Ebright, Pine Lake, Laughing Jacobs, and
North Fork Issaquah Creeks.

Operational impacts on fish resources could result from increased human use of, and access to,
fish-bearing streams. These impacts could include: disturbance to spawning fish by humans and
domestic pets at stream crossings; fish poaching, trash and debris thrown from the trail into
streams; and untreated human and animal waste entering streams. However, trail design
elements (signs, fencing) and human behavior controls (regulations) can be placed and enforced
to minimize and mitigate the effect of these impacts, therefore impacts are not expected to be
significant.

Other operational impacts to fish resources could result from long-term ditch, bridge, and culvert
maintenance, which typically involves the removal of sediment or vegetation blockage from
ditches, or at culvert and bridge crossings. While the net effect of culvert and bridge
maintenance typically improves stream flows and fish passage, there is a potentia for periodic
adverse impacts created by the disturbance and downstream release of sediments and debris.
These impacts are, to a large degree, historically linked to the current water conveyance facilities
of the railbed, many of which are old and outdated in design. Substantial sediment and/or
vegetation accumulation generally develops on the smaller watercourses, not fish-bearing
streams, reducing the potential for impacts. With incorporation of mitigation measures, these
impacts are not expected to be significant.

MITIGATION

Preferred Alternative
Wildlife

Under the Preferred Alternative, trail construction and interim use would have only a minor
effect on wildlife. Measures to minimize any potential impacts to wildlife include the following:

Avoid use of noise-producing equipment in Segment 2 (where existing human disturbance is
less intense than other parts of the project area, and where bald eagle breeding territory is
located) during the early part of the nesting season (February to May). Noise disturbance can
cause some birds to abandon their nests. In general, birds are most sensitive to disturbance
during the early part of the nesting season. To minimize disturbance to wildlife and wildlife
habitats from use of the trail, install interpretive signs and trail boundary signs.
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To ensure protection of the bald eagle nest in Marymoor Park, plant cedar trees or other
native evergreen vegetation to create a year-round screen between the nest site and the trail.

Fish

For the Preferred Alternative, construction BMPs for erosion and sedimentation control would be
implemented to protect fish habitat. Silt fences or other erosion control would be installed at all
stream crossings to mitigate potential erosion impacts during removal of remaining railroad ties,
fence construction, and sign installation. Careful placement of gravel near stream crossings
using hand tools or light equipment would prevent crushed rock from entering stream channels.
Trail shoulders should be stabilized in areas adjacent to streams to prevent erosion and

doughing. All in-stream culvert maintenance would occur between June 15 and September 15 to
avoid potential impacts during critical salmonid spawning and incubation periods. Construction
activities near stream crossings would be completed outside of the fish spawning period as
stipulated in several of the required permits, which would reduce the potentia disturbance from
increased construction noise.

After construction, routine culvert and ditch maintenance should be done during the dry season.
The trail would be fenced or screened at stream crossings to protect fish from human disturbance
and maintain riparian vegetation. Access of trail users to stream banks and channels should be
prohibited to prevent disturbance and erosion. Leashes would be required to prevent dogs from
entering streams and harassing fish. Appropriate signs would be placed at stream crossings to
explain the reasons for restrictions. Native riparian vegetation would be restored at stream
crossings to improve habitat and provide shading.

Unstable stream banks at the George Davis Creek and Stream 0163 crossings should be
stabilized and revegetated to prevent further erosion.

3.5 LAND AND SHORELINE USE

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

The proposed Interim Use Trail alignment passes through the Cities of Redmond, Sammamish,
Issaquah, and unincorporated King County. Single-family residential use is the predominant
land use along the corridor. Most of the area served by and adjacent to the proposed trail is
designated by applicable land use plans as urban density residential with a density of 4 dwelling
units per acre (King County, 1999c). Private beaches and undeveloped properties are situated
among the single-family residences. Commercial and industrial businesses are located adjacent
to the corridor in the City of Redmond, unincorporated King County, and the City of Issaquah.
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IMPACTS

Preferred Alternative

Over the short-term, placement of gravel on the trail would impact an estimated 350 residences
for a one-to-two-day period under the Preferred Alternative. Over the long-term, use of the trall
may result in a perception of reduced privacy and visual impacts, potential property value
impacts to selected properties, and safety-related impacts to adjacent properties. The greatest
potential impact would be to the properties or current land uses that are bisected by the corridor.
While impacts to the adjacent land uses would be unavoidable, property owners along similar
trails in other areas noted that actual impacts were not as great as they had anticipated (City of
Sesttle, 1987; The Conservation Fund and Colorado State Parks, 1995; Feeney, 1997). With the
incorporation of mitigation measures, impacts are not expected to be significant. The Preferred
Alternative is consistent with adopted land use and recreation plans and policies, and the state’'s
Growth Management Act and is an alowed land use under current zoning in all jurisdictions.

MITIGATION

Preferred Alternative

Measures to reduce impacts would include fencing and signage to delineate public versus private
property.

3.6 SOCIO-ECONOMIC

This section discusses potential social and economic impacts that could occur following
implementation of the Interim Use Trail.

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Environmental Justice

Executive Order 12898, Federal Actionsto Address Environmental Justicein Minority
Populations and Low-Income Populations, requires each federal agency, to the greatest extent
practicable and permitted by law, to achieve environmental justice as part of its mission.
Agencies must address disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental
effects on minority and low-income populations. The proposed trail is located in an area that
does not include disproportionately high populations of minority or low income individuals (U.S.
Census Bureau, 2001).

Railbanking and Property Ownership

Some area residents have questioned the nature of King County’s ownership of the railroad
corridor and the legality of the railbanking process. Several comments indicate that many
adjacent property owners assumed the railroad property would revert to them when the railroad
ceased operating.
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King County purchased al of the property rights which formerly belonged to Burlington-
Northern Railroad, for 11.61 continuous miles along the East Lake Sammamish rail corridor.
The 73 title reports prepared for King County prior to the acquisition verified that Burlington
Northern owned a continuous, unbroken rail corridor along East Lake Sammamish. The railroad
and its predecessors originally acquired the corridor via federa land grants, deeds, rights-of-way
deeds, quitclaim deeds, warranty deeds and adverse possession. This patchwork of ownership
sources resulted in amix of fee and easement-type ownership interest. King County determined
that 80% percent of the line in linear terms was held by the railroad in fee. The remainder is held
as something less than fee absolute.

In 1983, Congress amended the 1968 National Trails System Act to permit railbanking as an
alternative to outright abandonment of railroad rights-of-way and to give interested trail sponsors
the opportunity to negotiate agreements with rail carriers to use these rights-of-way for trails (16
USCA § 1247). Specifically, the amendments to the Act state that “the Secretary of
Transportation, Chairman of the Surface Transportation Board, and Secretary of the
Interior...shall encourage state and local agencies and private interests to establish appropriate
trails using the provisions of such programs’ (16 USCA 8§ 1247). Pursuant to the Interstate
Commerce Commission Termination Act (ICCTA), the federal Surface Transportation Board
(hereinafter referred to as Board) administers the railbanking program under a set of federal
regulations contained in the Code of Federal Regulations (49 CFR 1152). Any order from the
Board, including railbanking orders, can only be challenged by bringing an appeal to the Federal
Court of Appeals.

Railbanking allows arailroad to discontinue rail service without abandoning the line. Thereisa
substantial difference between "abandonment” and "discontinuance” of service under the
ICCTA. Once acarrier "abandons" arail line pursuant to authority granted by the Board, the line
isno longer part of the national transportation system. Although the Board is empowered to
impose conditions on abandonments, the Board jurisdiction generally terminates once arail line
is abandoned, and authority reverts to state law. Preseault v. Interstate Commerce Commission,
494 U.S. 1, 6,110 S. Ct. 914, 919, 108 L. Ed. 2d 1 (1990). In contrast, the Board may grant rail
line "discontinuance”, which alows arailroad to cease operation for an indefinite period while
preserving the rail corridor for possible future reactivation. The ability to grant this status is the
basis for the railbanking amendment to the National Trails System Act. Id. at 6.

Generaly, if an abandonment of a line occurs, any easements limited to use for operation of a
rail line would be extinguished. At that point, the owner of the property over which the
easement runs would have their property freed from the encumbrance of the railroad easement.
The Railbanking amendments to the National Trails System Act specifically prevent those
easements from being extinguished if rail service is discontinued under railbanking. As aresult,
the railbanking amendments have been subject to a number of constitutional challenges
throughout the country.

In Preseault, the U.S. Supreme Court upheld the constitutionality of railbanking. However, the
Court also acknowledged that property owners in some cases may request compensation for
property takings caused by the application of 16 U.S.C. 1247(d) when arail to trail conversion
occurs. The Supreme Court further found that Congress had provided for any claims that might
arise from railbanking. They indicated that any claims would be handled through the United
States Court of Claims.,
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In September of 1998, the Board approved railbanking of the East Lake Sammamish Rail
Corridor. King County then entered into an agreement to purchase the corridor and use it to
operate arecreation trail, i.e., become atrail sponsor. There are no appeals of the Board order
pending in the Federal Court of Appeals and the time for such an appeal has long passed.
Therefore, the Board' s order effectively is beyond challenge and any easement transferred by the
railroad to King County that is subject to extinguishment as the result of discontinuance of rail
serviceis dill in effect . However, if any landowner can prove they own property that would
otherwise have been freed from an easement as aresult of the discontinuance of rail service
pursuant to the Board' s order, that landowner may have a claim for damages against the United
States in the Court of Claims.

Locally, several property owners have filed legal challenges to King County’s ownership of the
corridor and the county’ s authority to build the Interim Use Trail. There are two cases
challenging the County’s ownership of certain portions of the corridor that have been decided in
the County’s favor by the trial court. Each court found the County owns the corridor in these
areasin fee smple. These cases are on appeal. There are eight (8) other cases that have been
brought against the County challenging the County’s ownership. These are pending in King
County Superior Court and have been consolidated for pretrial proceedings. King County also
has brought a case against two adjacent landowners seeking an order establishing the County’s
exclusive control of the corridor in the area at issue. This caseis also pending in King County
Superior Court. Therefore, there are eleven (11) cases in various stages of litigation where King
County’s ownership interest in portions of the corridor is at issue. However, the Surface
Transportation Board determined that the railroad had a sufficient property interest in the
corridor to alow for railbanking, i.e. construct atrail in place of therail line. As explained
above, the Surface Transportation Board has exclusive jurisdiction over the operation of arail
line until the line is abandoned. Therefore, since the line is railbanked, not abandoned, the
County will retain the authority pursuant to the Board's order to develop atrail on the railbanked
corridor regardless of the outcome of these property disputes.

Safety and Security

In addition to those issues discussed above, safety and security issues are a concern for area
residents. Existing literature on trails and other sources were consulted to assess trends in safety
and security concerns on previously established trails. Incident report data obtained from King
County Police were evaluated to establish a baseline for crimes and incidents reported by
residents along East Lake Sammamish Parkway. The occurrence of accidents along East Lake
Sammamish Parkway were the most commonly reported incident; trespass was aso reported in
approximately half of the seven corridor segments. Refer to the SEPA DEIS and FEIS for a
detailed discussion of safety and security issues related to the proposed East Lake Sammamish
Interim Use Trail.
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IMPACTS

Preferred Alternative

Environmental Justice

The East Lake Sammamish Interim Use Trail is not proposed to traverse an area with
disproportionately high populations of minority or low income individuals. Therefore, no
significant impacts are expected.

No significant impacts to local businesses are expected. The existence of the trail should draw
more people into the area, increasing the demand for goods and services. Loca industry may
benefit from the alternative transportation option the trail offers to employees. No significant
impacts to economic conditions are expected as a result of the East Lake Sammamish Interim
Use Trall.

Railbanking and Property Ownership

As described above, no significant impacts to property ownership are expected as aresult of the
Preferred Alternative. King County was able to acquire Burlington- Northern's ownership
interest in the corridor as aresult of the Board's approval of railbanking. A search for available
data regarding potential impacts to property values as aresult of rail-trail implementation was
conducted. Seven studies were identified that directly addressed the issue of property values.
None of these sources indicated that the presence of arail-trail would be expected to result in a
decrease in property values (City of Seattle, 1987; Miller-Murphy, 1992; Moore et al., 1992,
Maryland Greenways Commission, 1994; Conservation Fund and Colorado State Parks, 1995;
Feeney, 1997; NARPO, 1997). The magjority of studies indicated that the value of properties
near or adjacent to the Preferred Alternative are expected to remain the same or increase as a
result of the presence of arail-trail. Economic impacts, including impacts to property values,
are difficult to quantify and depend on many factors that are both local and region-wide and are
not related to adjacency to arecreational trail. These factors include employment patterns,
market demand, development patterns, preferences of individual potentia buyers, and
infrastructure improvements. However, as indicated by the studies reviewed, no significant
adverse economic impacts are expected to result from the construction of the Preferred
Alternative.

Safety and Security

A perceived increase in opportunity for trespass or private property vandalism exists among
adjacent property owners. Occasiona incidents of trespass or private property vandalism could
occur following implementation of the Preferred Alternative but would not be expected to
exceed existing conditions. Major crimes such as robbery are possible, although are expected to
be similar to, or less than, that experienced in other venues where people gather for recreation
purposes. As aresult, with incorporation of adequate public safety mitigation measures, public
safety impacts are not expected to be significant.
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Because the proposed East Lake Sammamish Interim Use Trail is a new trail, the evaluation of
public safety issues relies on existing information from other trails. Most information about
crime and safety on rail-trails in the United States is anecdotal in nature and not supported by
robust statistical evidence. However, these studies suggest that trails within urban and suburban
areas do not experience disproportionately high rates of crime relative to other types of
recreational venues or meeting places. Crime rates are generally considered low on rail-trails
and the development of rail-trails does not generate an increase in crime (City of Seattle, 1987,
The Conservation Fund and Colorado State Parks, 1995; Feeney, 1997; Tracy and Morris, 1998).
Similar conditions have been found along the Burke-Gilman Trail in Sesttle, atrail with smilar
characteristics to the proposed project. For instance, the Burke-Gilman Trail in Seattle comes
quite close to homes in many locations and in some places separates parking areas from homes.
Additionally, the Burke-Gilman trail is adjacent to Lake Washington waterfront properties.

Accidents that occur on multiple use trails result from various factors. These include reckless
and irresponsible behavior, poor user preparation or judgment, and unsafe trail conditions
(Mooreet. a., 1992; Moore, 1994). One of the main complaints of residents living next to the
Burke-Gilman Trail aong the east shore of Lake Washington is the speed of bicyclists on the
mixed-use trail (City of Seattle, 1987). Anecdotal reports of high-speed bicycling on the Burke-
Gilman are common (for example, see Conklin, 1998; Biking with Kids, online 1999). Because
the Burke-Gilman Trail is open to all forms of non-motorized transportation except equestrian,
the range of user speeds is quite large and has sometimes led to accidents between users. Similar
concerns and complaints have been recorded for other rail-trails in the United States (Craig and
Wake, 1999; Moore et al., 1992).

Impacts to public safety resulting from the trail are expected to be non-significant over the long
term, comparable to recreational trails already in place throughout the County. The surface of the
proposed East Lake Sammamish Interim Use Trail would be gravel, and it is anticipated that this
difference would significantly reduce the speed of users and minimize accident potential.

One of the issues raised by adjacent property ownersis their concern about liability if use of
their waterfront facilities by trespassers creates injury. The use of signage identifying trail
boundaries, and fencing, would discourage trespassers on private property. The Interim Trail
Plan recommends fencing the lake side of the trail in locations where there are no residences
between the trail and the lake or where conditions such as recreational equipment or
improvements might constitute an attractive nuisance. The recreational immunity statute, RCW
4.24.210, may limit the liability of property owners who own land adjacent to recreational land if
certain conditions are met. Citizens should seek alegal opinion on the possible protections
offered by this statute.

MITIGATION

King County could implement the following mitigation measures related to public safety, which
have proven effective in providing reasonable public safety in other King County Parks:

Limit trail use to daylight hours. King County regulates trails as linear parks; trails are
subject to usage restrictions per King County Code section 7.12.480.
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Implement trail patrols by volunteer trail ranger programs (Doherty 1998; Tracy and Morris,
1998).

Monitor crime rates in the area; provide additional coordination with law enforcement if
crime rates increase.

Maintain the trail in a safe and clean manner.

Provide master keys to locked bollards to all emergency service agencies serving the corridor
(Eksten, personal communication, 2000).

Fencing (see Visual section for details).
Signage and enforcement of trail rules and etiquette.

Signage along corridor to educate trail users about the limits of the public right-of-way and to
warn against trespass of private property (Moore, 1994).

Limit speed for bicyclists per King County’s Trail Use Ordinance number 8518, that
establishes a speed limit of 15 miles per hour for al trails.

Notify adjacent property owners of proposed construction schedule.

Notify emergency service providers of proposed construction schedule.

3.7 TRANSPORTATION

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Existing roadway, traffic, and access characteristics; parking issues; as well as accident history
along the project corridor were described for this EA. Potential impacts resulting from the East
Lake Sammamish Interim Use Trail Preferred Alternative on existing roadways were evaluated.
Please refer to Appendix E for a detailed description of existing conditions and potential impacts.

The proposed East Lake Sammamish Interim Use Trail is located west of, and parallél to, East
Lake Sammamish Parkway NE/SE. Public streets crossing the proposed Interim Use Trail
include NE 65th Street in the City of Redmond; SE 33rd Street and 206th Ave SE in the City of
Sammamish; and the Lake Sammamish State Park Entrance, SE 51st Street, SE 56th Street, SE
62nd Street, and Gilman Boulevard in the City of Issaquah and unincorporated King County.
Public access to the railbed is provided at these public street crossings. State Route (SR) 520,
Interstate-90 (1-90), Inglewood Hill Road, Louis Thompson Road, East Lake Sammamish Place,
and SE 43rd Way are other key roadways in the study area. Most arterial roadways in the study
area are operating at or near capacity. During peak hours, many intersections near the north and
south segments of the proposed trail are operating at or near capacity.

Parking in the study areais available at Marymoor Park, Lake Sammamish State Park, and along
NE 65th Street. Peak parking demand generally occurs on weekends in the spring/summer,
when additional parking is available at King County District Court.

Page 3-26 May 2002



East Lake Sammamish Interim Use Trail and Resour ce Protection Plan EA

IMPACTS

Preferred Alternative

Under the Preferred Alternative, an estimated 7,100 cubic yards of gravel would be placed on the
railbed. Thiswould result in approximately 1,428 one-way truck trips over the approximately 8
to 12 weeks of construction. While truck traffic may result in temporary traffic delays, impacts
would be short-term in nature and would not be significant.

Once completed, the Preferred Alternative would generate approximately 200 one-way vehicle
trips on a peak weekend day. A daily parking demand of up to 125 vehicles could be expected
on a peak summer weekend. It is anticipated that parking would be available at area parks. An
increase in illegal parking may be noticed along the corridor and at Lake Sammamish State Park.
Increased patrols and signage would minimize this impact over the long-term. No significant
impacts would occur.

There is a potential for conflicts between trail users and vehicles at intersections with roadways
and driveways, but impacts would be mitigated to alevel of non-significance through signage
and access controls. See the Trail Intersections Appendix (King County, FEIS 2000).

MITIGATION

Preferred Alternative

Regulatory signs for trail users and vehicles would be posted at intersections. Removable
bollards would be installed at trail/roadway crossings to alow emergency/maintenance vehicle
access and restrict motor vehicle access to the trail. Signs would be posted to prevent illegal
parking in unauthorized areas.

3.8 CULTURAL AND HISTORICAL RESOURCES

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

The proposed East Lake Sammamish Interim Use Trail corridor was evaluated for the presence
of cultural and historical resources. A literature search was conducted as well as an on-site visit
to look for visible evidence of cultural and historical resources.

The proposed Interim Use Trail is within the territory of the Sammamish, a Duwamish subgroup,
and the Snoqualmie people. Prehistoric cultural resource sites are located in the vicinity of the
proposed trail at both the northern and southern ends of the route; six sites are located within one
mile of Segment 1 of the proposed trail. Oneislisted on the National Register of Historic Places
(NRHP). One site has been identified within one mile of Segment 6, and one site within one
mile of Segment 7. Sites contain lithic scatters and artifacts such as blades and basalt cobble
tools. None of these prehistoric resources is located on or immediately adjacent to the trail.
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Four historic sites are located within one mile of, and adjacent to, the proposed trail. Four sites
have been identified within one mile of Segment 1; these sites include two mansions, a Dutch
windmill, and a historic road. Three of these four are listed on the NRHP. One site is located
within one mile of Segment 6 and contains severa historic artifacts. Four historic sites,
including a barn, an abandoned railway grade, a concrete reservoir and concrete foundation, are
located within one mile of Segment 7. The barn, called Pickering Barn, is listed on the NRHP.
None of these historic resources is located on or immediately adjacent to the trail.

See Appendix F for a detailed description of Affected Environment.

IMPACTS

Preferred Alternative

Subsurface disturbance associated with construction of the Preferred Alternative would be
limited; therefore, potential impacts to cultural and historical resources are expected to be
minimal. Re-surfacing the trail with gravel would require no excavation and would therefore not
disturb any subsurface cultural resources. Maintenance of culverts has a dight potential to
disturb cultural resources if excavation occurs. Installation of signs and fencing have a limited
potential to disturb cultural resources associated with excavation for post placement. No
significant impacts to cultural or historic resources would occur.

MITIGATION
Preferred Alternative

An archaeol ogist should be present during all construction excavation activities.

3.9 VISUAL

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

The existing aesthetics and visual quality of the proposed Interim Use Trail corridor were
evauated in terms of compatibility and compositional harmony with the existing environment.
The Interim Use Trail would traverse the entire length of the eastern shore of Lake Sammamish.
Views of and toward Lake Sammamish are a predominant visual feature. However, the location
of the corridor relative to the lake's shoreline varies considerably. Some areas have a
considerable amount of separation between the corridor and homes and buildings, while other
segments have little or no separation, bringing the corridor, and in some places the railbed itself,
into close proximity to homes or other buildings.
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IMPACTS

Preferred Alternative

Impacts related to the general aesthetics and visual quality of the railbed and corridor are
anticipated to be non-significant under the Preferred Alternative. The corridor has been cleared
with little or no vegetation since the opening of the Burlington Northern Railroad; therefore, the
general look would remain unchanged. In addition, a number of mitigation measures would be
implemented to reduce visua impacts on adjacent homes. This would result in potentia visual
impacts to some existing residents, but would provide an optimum balance of views for trail
users and homeowner privacy.

Where possible, existing vegetation and topography would be used in locating the fences to
assist in minimizing impacts to views. However, some residents have stated that they perceive
the presence of chain-link fencing as a negative impact. With the incorporation of mitigation
measures, no significant impacts are anticipated.

MITIGATION

Under genera circumstances, the following mitigation would apply:

Split-rail fencing would be installed in areas where wetlands and streams need to be
protected;

Black vinyl-coated chain-link fencing is proposed in areas where less than 20 feet exist
between the trail and a home (unless an access road already exists between the trail and the
home), and in areas where docks and waterfront property create a safety and/or security
concern;

Slats may be used for privacy at some locations.

In addition, top rails and bottom tension wire would be used to keep the chain-link fabric taught
and the fence line true, maximizing views.

3.10 NOISE
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Existing noise sources along the corridor include vehicles on East Lake Sammamish Parkway,
airplanes, boats/watercraft, and miscellaneous neighborhood sounds. East Lake Sammamish
Parkway traffic is the dominant noise source along the corridor (Michael R. Y antis Associates,
1995; King County, 1998c).
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IMPACTS

Preferred Alternative

Temporary noise level increases would be experienced during construction of the Preferred
Alternative. Construction would only occur during weekday hours. Long-term sources of noise
resulting from the trail include spoken conversations, footfalls on the gravel surface, and noise
from bike traffic. Motorized vehicles would be prohibited from using the trail with the exception
of emergency and maintenance vehicles. Thisimpact is anticipated to be minor because of the
dominating noise source on East Lake Sammamish Parkway and the generally low level of noise
from actual trail use.

Noise impacts to wildlife and fish along the proposed trail corridor are discussed in section 3.4
Wildlife and Fish.

MITIGATION

No measures to mitigate noise impacts are proposed as no impacts are expected. Measures to
mitigate noise impacts to fish and wildlife are discussed in section 3.4 Wildlife and Fish.

3.11  UTILITIES AND PUBLIC SERVICES
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Utilities
Typica of its urbanized character, numerous local and regional utilities are located in the vicinity

of the corridor. Ultilities include telephone, water, sewer, storm drainage, electricity, and natural
gas.

Public Services

Public service providers in the vicinity of the proposed Interim Use Trail include providers from
four jurisdictions: City of Redmond, City of Sammamish, City of Issaguah, and King County.
Police services are provided by Redmond, Sammamish/King County, and Issaquah. Fire
department and medical emergency services are provided by the City of Redmond and Eastside
Fire and Rescue (City of Sammamish north border to Issaguah).

IMPACTS

Preferred Alternative

Impacts to utilities are anticipated to be minor. Short-term disruption to utilities such as water,
sewer or electric service located along East Lake Sammamish Parkway are possible as a result of
construction of the Preferred Alternative.
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Impacts related to public services (i.e., police, fire, medical emergency) are anticipated to be
minor. When questioned about anticipated needs following trail implementation, nearly al local
public service jurisdictions do not anticipate the need to increase staff or services as aresult of
the Preferred Alternative. The need for additional patrol and maintenance (e.g., parking
enforcement, restroom maintenance, litter control) may be required at Marymoor Park. To
minimize impacts, trail use would be limited to daylight hours. Additionaly, the city of
Sammamish has requested funding for bicycle patrols on the trail, should it be opened.
Emergency service agencies would be given keys to unlock the bollards at all corridor entrances.

MITIGATION

No measures to mitigate impacts utilities or public services are proposed as no impacts are
expected.

3.12 RECREATION
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

King County currently owns and manages a number of recreational trail resources. At present,
there are over 100 miles of paved and nearly 70 miles of unpaved regional trailsin King County.
Additional miles of trail are proposed that will connect existing trails in the region, creating a
continuous network of non-motorized transportation corridors. The proposed East Lake
Sammamish Interim Use Trail would connect to the Sammamish River Trail at the north end via
Marymoor Park, which is connected to the Burke-Gilman Trail that continues around Lake
Washington to Ballard in Seattle. Comments received during the SEPA scoping process
regarding recreation indicated a desire for the trail to be multi-use and that additional recreational
and transportation resources are needed in the County. The Interim Use Trail would be open to
all non-motorized uses except horses, and would provide alink to other regiona trails.

The cities of Redmond, Sammamish, and I ssaquah own and maintain a variety of recreation
opportunities. Redmond operates several miles of trails and a system of parks that contain trails
and other amenities. King County's Marymoor Park is included within Redmond's boundaries,
Redmond is also in the process of establishing the East Lake Sammamish Waterfront Park.
Sammamish owns and operates public parks, some of which are still in the development stage.
Some of these new parks may contain trails. Issaguah maintains a system of recreational and
regional trails. Lake Sammamish State Park is located at the southerly end of the corridor and
can be accessed via the Pickering Trail and bike lanes from the City of Issaquah.

The development of trails is supported by the City of Redmond Parks, Recreation, and Opens
Spaces Plan (1997), Comprehensive Plan (1997), and the Recreational Trails Plan. The City of
Issagquah's Final Comprehensive Plan (1995/1997) and Issaquah Area Wildlife and Recreation
Trails Plan (1992) also support the development of recreational trails. The City of Sammamish
isin the process of developing a parks, recreation, and trails plan (Mathes, personal
communication, 2000). Trail development has been supported by King County since 1971. The
current East Lake Sammamish Trail is specifically identified as a potential East Lake
Sammamish Trail in the following King County documents. King County Urban Trails Plan
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(1971), King County General Bicycle Plan (1975), King County Regional Trails Plan (1992),

and the King County Nonmotorized Transportation Plan (1993). More recently, the King County
Park, Recreation, and Open Space Plan (1996) identified regional and local trail systems as
important to providing recreation and circulation within local communities and to linking urban
and rural areas of the county. Section S-104 of the King county Park, Recreation, and Open
Soace Plan states "King County should complete aregional trail system, which includes
connections between trail corridors to form a countywide network."

IMPACTS

Preferred Alternative

During construction of the trail, residents along the corridor may experience temporary
disruptions to recreational activities in their yards and on their boat docks. These impacts would
typicaly last aweek or less for any individual property owner.

Development of the proposed Interim Use Trall is consistent with adopted recreation plans and
policies. The Interim Use Trail is anticipated to attract up to 500 users per day during peak
periods. Long-term impacts include the potential for non-motorized accidents with trail users,
and incidents with dogs on the trail. Trail users may disrupt passive recreation activities at
adjacent residences. There is potential for some trail users to trespass onto private lands of
adjacent property owners. The gravel surface proposed for the trail may benefit some users and
hinder others. Restroom facilities are not proposed along the trail, which may result in increased
use of other available public restroom facilities or illicit use of private property. The County
would explore options for placement of portable restrooms at appropriate locations.

As the region’s population continues to grow, demand for trails is expected to expand. The No
Action Alternative would result in this increased demand being met by existing trail facilitiesin
the region. The increased use of roadways for non-motorized transportation would result in an
increased potential for accidents with motorized vehicles. The No Action alternative is not
consistent with adopted plans and policies, including the King County Park, Recreation and
Open Space Plan, King County Urban Trails Plan, King County General Bicycle Plan, King
County Regional Trails Plan, King County Non-motorized Transportation Plan, City of
Redmond Parks, Recreation and Open Space Plan, and the City of Issaquah Final
Comprehensive Plan.

MITIGATION

No measures to mitigate impacts to recreation are proposed as no impacts are expected.

3.13 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

In addition to long-term ditch, bridge, and culvert maintenance, on-going culvert inspection and
replacement would occur as part of the Storm Drainage Maintenance Plan (King County,
2001b). This maintenance plan could result in cumulative increases in sedimentation, associated
with culvert maintenance and replacement. Culvert inspection and replacement would include
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maintai ning documentation of drainage problems and culvert inspections; annual review and
prioritization of culvert repair and/or replacement needs; design for replacement of 1-3 culverts
per year, if needed, with associated fish passage improvements as needed. The Storm Drainage
Maintenance Plan was developed as an interim measure to ensure a functioning storm drainage
system until a comprehensive storm drainage improvement plan is developed as part of the
master plan.

Concurrent implementation of fish passage improvements would be accomplished consistent
with an approved trail drainage maintenance plan (see section 3.4, Fish and Wildlife).

Culvert replacement would have impacts similar to that described for culvert maintenance and
could include short-term releases of sediment downstream. With incorporation of mitigation
measures, these impacts are not expected to be significant. The culvert inspection and
replacement portion of the Storm Drainage Maintenance Plan would have long-term beneficial
impacts upon fish passage along the proposed Interim Use Trail.

Consideration was given to impacts that might be generated by long-term use and operation of
the Interim Use Trail. Discussion was included in individual subject area sections of this
chapter.
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CHAPTER 4. COMMENTS AND COORDINATION

Input from the public and key stakeholders from agencies, organizations and tribes was actively
sought and carefully considered in determining the devel opment of a proposed Interim Use Trail
Plan (King County, 1999a). During development of the Interim Use Trail Plan, King County
solicited comments from the public through workshops and meetings, individual meetings with
property owners, meetings with potential user groups, an e-mail response link on a project
Internet Web site and voice-mail via a project telephone hotline. Input was sought from potential
trail users and property owners adjacent to the trail; individual meetings with stakeholders will
continue through the Master Plan process. Two workshops and one open house were held to
gather public input on trail planning issues and draft mitigation concepts. Over 600 people
attended the various meetings and public workshops with approximately 575 public comments
received (King County, 1999a). The public record of these commentsisincluded in Appendix E
of the InterimUse Plan. A Citizens Advisory Group (CAG) was also convened to provide
recommendations on the proposed trail. The 13 members, selected by the King County Parks
System, advised the County on the Interim process and will continue their advisory role
throughout the Master Plan process. The CAG comments are aso included in Appendix E of the
Interim Use Plan, (King County, 1999a).

In accordance with SEPA, a scoping period for the Draft EIS for the Proposed Action was
conducted from November 4 to November 29, 1999. During this period, King County collected
written comments and heard public testimony on the scope of the Draft EIS. On November 17,
1999, the County held a public scoping meeting at Inglewood Junior High School in
Sammamish, Washington, which was attended by 78 people. Individual comment forms were
available, a court reporter recorded verbal comments, and written comments were recorded on
flip charts throughout the room. The County received hundreds of written comments during the
scoping period. A meeting was held with the Snoqualmie Tribe, and County staff discussed the
proposed project with the Cultural Council of the Muckleshoot Tribe. The Tulalip Tribe was
sent information on the proposed project. The County also held workshops with permitting
agencies and jurisdictions to identify their concerns. From January 2000 through June 2001, on
aweekly basis King County staff maintained evening office hours in the project area to provide
information and answer stakeholder questions and concerns. Project staff continue to meet on
site with adjacent property owners on request.

Consultation coordination letters in compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act were sent out by FHWA on February 5, 2001 to the Tulalip, Muckleshoot, and
Snoqualmie Tribes. No cultural resources of concern were identified.

The Draft SEPA EIS was published on May 19, 2000, and public comments were received
through July 3, 2000. On June 20, 2000, a public hearing was held on the Draft EIS. A total of
145 oral testimonies were given and approximately 129 written testimonies were provided as a
result of this public hearing. All oral and written comments were addressed as part of the Final
EIS document produced as part of the SEPA review process.

Comments received during SEPA EIS scoping are summarized in Table 1.1. Many comments
were also received prior to the SEPA scoping process, during the early phases of the Interim Use
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Plan associated with permit applications submitted by the County. These comments are
incorporated into the SEPA Draft EIS Scoping Summary (King County, 1999a).

The scoping comments summarized in Table 1.1 were used to focus this NEPA EA evauation as
well asthe SEPA EIS. The complete scoping comments are available for review at King County
Department of Construction and Facilities Management (DCFM). Careful efforts have been
made to understand and incorporate al public concerns about the project into the Interim Use

Trail environmental documentation.

Evaluations have been conducted consistent with SEPA and FHWA's NEPA reguirements.

Availability of Documents Referenced in this EA

Seattle Public Library

Government Publications Department
1000 - 4" Avenue

Seattle, WA 98104-1193

Bellevue Library
111 - 110" Avenue NE
Bellevue, WA 98004

Issaquah Library
120 East Sunset Way
|ssaquah, WA 98027

King County DCFM
500 - 4" Avenue, Room 320
Seattle, WA 98104

Suzzdllo Library

University of Washington Main Campus
Government Publications Department
Seattle, WA 98195-2900

Redmond Library
15810 NE 85!
Redmond, WA 98052

Sammamish Library
825 — 228" Avenue NE
Sammamish, WA 98053

King County Parks System
2040 - 84" Ave SE
Mercer Island, WA 98040

Page 4-2
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EARTH AND GROUNDWATER

Affected Environment

This section describes the existing geologic conditions (topography, soils, groundwater, and
associated hazards) that may affect or be affected by the proposed East Lake Sammamish Interim
Use Trail improvements. The Geology Technical Back-up (Geology Appendix, King County,
FEIS, 20004) includes maps of surficial geology and geologic hazards and a table summarizing
the existing slope and geologic conditions for each trail segment.

Topography and Geology

The proposed project corridor is located in the central portion of the Puget Sound Basin, an
elongated, north-south trending depression situated between the Olympic Mountains and
Cascade Range in Western Washington. The existing topography, surficia geology, and
hydrogeology in the project area are heavily influenced by past glacial activity. The topography
is dominated by a series of north-south trending ridges and large troughs formed by glacial
activity. The mgjor troughs are now occupied by Puget Sound, Lake Washington, Lake
Sammamish, and other large water bodies. Geology in the region includes a thick sequence of
overconsolidated glacial and unconsolidated non-glacia soils overlying bedrock.

The project corridor traverses variable geologic conditions along the eastern slope of the Lake
Sammamish trough (trail Segments 2 through 6). This slope has a topographic relief of
approximately 400 feet from the Sammamish Plateau on the east side to Lake Sammamish on the
west. The northern and southern ends of the corridor traverse unconsolidated alluvium along
flat-lying plains. The elevation of the corridor lies between approximately 10 to 30 feet above
Lake Sammamish.

The Uniform Building Code (ICBO, 1997) defines the Puget Sound region as Seismic Zone 3,
which represents an area susceptible to moderately high seismic activity. Since the 1850’s, over
25 earthquakes of magnitude 5.0 or greater have occurred in the Puget Sound region. In addition
to the recorded earthquakes, evidence suggests that a major earthquake occurred about 1,100
years ago on the Sesttle Fault. Evidence aso suggests that large subduction zone earthquakes
(magnitude 8 to 9) occur along the Washington coast. The geologic record suggests five or six
subduction zone events may have occurred over the last 3,500 years; the most recent was about
300 years ago.

Geologic Hazards

Geologicaly hazardous areas are defined as areas that are susceptible to damage from erosion,
diding, earthquake, or other geologic events. Washington’s Growth Management Act (GMA)
(Chapter 36.70A RCW) requires al cities and counties to identify critical areas within their
jurisdictions and to formulate development regulations for their protection. The cities of
Redmond and Issaquah, as well as King County, have each devel oped Geologically Hazardous
Areas Ordinances and accompanying maps or folios. (The newly incorporated City of
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Sammamish refers to the King County Sensitive Areas maps at present.) In general, these
ordinances require that detailed geotechnical studies be prepared to address specific standards
relating to site geology and soils, seismic hazards, and facility design.

Figures A-1 through A-10 show the approximate locations of the identified geologic hazard areas
relative to the project corridor. The most notable hazard areas include landslide and erosion
hazards along trail Segments 2 through 6, and potential seismic liquefaction areas in Segments 1
and 7. Affects of the hazard areas relative to the project alternatives are discussed in the Impacts
section below.

Soils and Sediments

Surface and subsurface soils in the plains at the north and south ends of Lake Sammamish
(Segments 1 and 7) consist of alluvium and lake deposits. Soils along hillsides (Segments 2
through 6) typically consist of overconsolidated glacial deposits, overlain by variable thicknesses
of colluvium (slope deposits) and locally by aluvium.

Erosion potential along the project corridor varies with surficial geology and soil type,
topography, occurrence of groundwater seepage and surface runoff, and the built environment.
The greatest erosion potential appears to be along the existing cut slopes of the railbed, which
comprise approximately 16 percent of the corridor length.

Groundwater

Variations in geology and topography along the alignment result in variable groundwater
conditions. Groundwater in the alluvial plains at the north and south ends of Lake Sammamish
occurs at shallow levels within alluvial deposits and is interconnected with the lake.
Groundwater levelsin the alluvium and water levels in the lake rise and fall according to season.
Along the hill slopes above the alignment, groundwater seeps may discharge from perched
groundwater layers to surface water bodies flowing into Lake Sammamish. No seepage,
however, was observed along the existing railroad cuts during site reconnaissance in January
2000. Shallow, perched groundwater occurs above relatively impermeable glacial deposits that
contain substantial portions of silt or clay, such astill, transitional beds, and Olympia beds (see
Geology Appendix, King County, FEIS, 2000a, for unit descriptions). Glacial outwash units
consisting of higher percentages of coarse-grained materials tend to form aquifers which occur
both above and below the impermeable glacia deposits. Local water well logs obtained from
Washington Department of Ecology reveal that most wells in the vicinity of the project
alignment obtain groundwater from depths greater than 100 feet, and penetrate confined aquifers
below impermeable deposits. These aquifers are separated from surface runoff by one or more
aquitards (impervious units). Substantial interconnection between surface water at the lake shore
and groundwater would not be expected to extend below the upper 20 feet of soil. Since the trail
corridor is near the lake shore and only 10 to 30 feet higher than the lake, it isin an area of
groundwater discharge from the hill slope (and Sammamish Plateau) toward the lake.

Appendix A-2 May 2002



-
+
*
+ v,
+
o s
+H o+
LI I S N A e
* * +

-

* "y
IR
+

+
R S I
L% I 2 TR
v-li.'* ¢‘*
+ o+
L

b+
.

LRI e
AP e b s

*
N 0“;' *

3
+
v
+
CE
L
LIRS
LI

T

L

LRI

+ +

SEISMIC HAZARD AREAS

m LANDSLIDE HAZARD AREAS

REFERENCE: Base map provided by PARAMETRIX,
CAIPROUECTSD0GG1 TG 700714 WG

EAST LAKE SAMMAMISH TRAIL
KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON

SITE PLANS WITH

e WA GEOSCIENTS GEOLOGIC HAZARDS

fCHICXID Y B
I3 FRORTT o
1.26.00 99179




A
Slope Profile
(Figure 23)
= - . - 825 2es : - : ~ : ~ : ~ - o : : = - J]
' ' i o
” e,
- 1o }‘z-“ B 1 : -
331585%0 :' B 5
)
8°-10° Quarry Spall P
a Fro
(Figure 24‘)a
o
LEGEND SEISMIC HAZARD AREAS . — :r >
o 100" 200° 400° 23 M] EAST LAKE SAMMAMISH TRAIL SITE PLANS WITH — B
e Bt ' s O KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON | GEOLOGIC HAZARDS [ e
VA CEOICENGE e 12600 | 99179
REFERENCE: Sase maop provided by PARAMETRIX, INC. LA

CAPROJECTSRAS01 TEN001 70015 DWG



& A
2aezesatecis
AZninadanlal

o Ratstigtea8s0,

P S O

>
I Oy a7
" RaB RN LF POl

R

YL )

oot J]I.l'l].J

L

LOLTR (1

L4 L

LEGEND SEISMIC HAZARD AREAS

m LANDSLIDE HAZARD AREAS

REFERENCE: Hose map provided by PARAMETRIX, INC.

@ EROSION HAZARD AREAS
o 100" 200 400"
ot :

B
EAST LAKE SAMMAMISH TRAIL | SITE PLANS WITH e r_zer | A= 3
1.26.00 99179

CAPROJECTSMMSN TI661 700 16.0WG



T

7 //’7// 7 e :

LI

+ +
e AL IR
P A

- S B g g B By W Y DTy
L Ea g s B F (Bl e A A
T R A 5 AT R A
R R S - A alatasesetedn?
(AT A A A A AR R Ty
A A P AT Y e A At 3 “ (R e e e LAY
*, A el 7 AT A S R I A A e T
A AL T P > s, R L A A P S
oy acaze s sn o574 ,g,‘ﬁ,‘ 7oe S 2725457

ey
LA %
A
SRy agers

#
o, AR A A
S ,;'42-‘4, & ,:’o,.‘r,:q;f;,,;gr,‘ﬁ

5,

%% z A A ) 4
.p':.fbf‘vf’:;ngﬁ.?&;:f: Faf ez
A ey PN e T
AR T LA S
&, LA AL g J
e
e A S e o A e A
.,:4_?¢?,;2,;'g,_o’ o 7, AL
Gy /;{ L 7
A T .
B 7 A
o é//%/f"fff/i;/f,y
W4 45 }//{fff;/./
* D ; 7
SIS A0 4 7
z ‘r

1 .'-'{/f@’? /fiz;/

rot A
srete //-//,.2;"
¢

S 7
i

LEGEND ———

1
.-
e |

o' 100° 200" 400"
o RD AREAS !
,-/i E//Z/] LANDSLIDE HAZA EE e =3

REFERENCE: Base maop provided by PARAMETRIX, INC.
CAPROJECTSEOEE 79061 TR017.OWG.

SEISMIC HAZARD AREAS

EROSION HAZARD AREAS

— A-4
EAST LAKE SAMMAMISH TRAIL SITE PLANS WITH oot in
KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON GEOLOGIC HAZARDS [




HROIEPESEGONEO0ODH |

5

v -
. >
+ +.
- ¥
* & R W
* P - o * * *
et O AT e o o Ay
* i P - Ll iga—;T"" f* » & #
\ L R P T R R
AT P e o S DRI LN DR IE S NERE 3 T A
AR ATE S5 S ENTNE S wor el e e e ' om BRI
* — . + ¥ e PR - P
R - v . 4 PR
- -
-

/f"-
Pine Lake Creek | -
ee—————

s
e e o e
. . ..

-k -

L

e e oo

N
I
.o a
e
R

) 0,
e o~ TG
Alternativa 1 ﬁ“ﬁ'“’g?ﬂ B
— Altgrnative 1 Rampy ~~ .

—

SEISMIC HAZARD AREAS

7779
& ; . I “‘a
EROSION HAZARD AREAS i —29Y o 23 )
L]

LA f‘_f:f\_.(‘g:\:cr_': E\I-C

FCH S Sl

REFERENCE: Base map provided by PARAMETRIX. INC.

EAST LAKE SAMMAMISH TRAIL
KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON

SITE PLANS WITH
GEOLOGIC HAZARDS

1.26.00

omawn v __HAC
Batt PRI .

99179

CAIPROECT SSMe01 70091 7001 0.0WE




Alternative 1 Alignment

R — I
ey T -

* .

. E

T A T il i TSR o g K R OF ¥, gt
AL L e

AT L e
7 A
L L S

5 I e
AR e S,

27! 1"'":,‘:*,"’#:

5% {,? i

7 _
_

J‘

e, gy,
s LG,
A I I i A o e

e a%

H:“‘:"-_'"'-—-‘_‘?_—_-—-_.

‘t‘*
SR

% )

3

By

)

e

2
U
§

(Figure 25)

LEGEND ——
SEISMIC HAZARD AREAS EROSION HAZARD AREAS omaww v __HAC A
; e w0 20 450; EAST LAKE SAMMAMISH TRAIL | SITE PLANS WITH  peer_ma | A- 6
MANERHS. (MASARD sree " ' KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON | GEOLOGIC HAZARDS ™ e
REFERENCE: Bose map provided by PARAMETRIX, INC. 1.26.00 99179

CAPROJECTSRAGS TN TR019,0WG




*

* o+ 4

+ *
+
. *

-
* s
e E L g
A i PO —
s BOOOON ARSI L
'Ve}'. * * CHE B BE R B X I L O
e LI + +

R 4
*h, *
o SR A
A K
T D

* *
EE P e e e
""ﬂ—z——v—-qr-—’o R
T = -

* ¥

R A e T T R TR P P P s
e e e s al et
ey J'J:,",‘z, (] e, Ao tot
IAE

N\ . .. Slope Profile
~__ (Figure 27)7

s
Ay,
My

LEGEND

200"

07777 \anosuoe wazaro aREs

EROSION HAZARD AREAS ﬂm

400° 3

REFERENCE: Base map provided by PARAMETRIX. INC.
CMPROJECT5W000 1 7091 79020,0WG

LY ]
TATA O AT 14
HWACEOSCENGES INC.

PRSI R U

EAST LAKE SAMMAMISH TRAIL
KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON

SITE PLANS WITH
GEOLOGIC HAZARDS

1.26.00




3 6
#
% &
a W
7
D
SRS M n o “Stream 0183 7% 4
2502020 62 ;
Pt <
b “"--‘- -
: G ; e SpictRgess
s GIe 52 eeeCss 2ses
L 5283y Z ; - Sease
- ol g 5
v Ji'\ ]
- ) z =
e e - ¥ " i =
e " .
G O]
P -
9:4
r",-o‘ -+ EM =
ad 3
+

|
*
+
*
+
*

IR

A
* ]
+
+

+
.

P P
S by
B AN

LEGEND

n SEISMIC HAZARD AREAS
m LANDSLIDE HAZARD AREAS

REFERENCE: Bose map provided by PARAMETRIX, INC.

EAST LAKE SAMMAMISH TRAIL
KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON

SITE PLANS WITH
GEOLOGIC HAZARDS

1.26.00

PROMCT MO,

99179

CMPROJECTSWAGS 17969175021 DWG



ey Vi VI R R i B Wi VE AT S S VLTS ATy Wy T B g T T g T
A A AL R A AR, e R OO
e e e W e e e et i A A e T T2y, s SRR AIEIC ICIE I EIE + o+
7Y A A By B B o L S, 7, ¥ T g g s, gty P I R T R Y -
e e 2, Gy R Ay LA P P A S e,
P T gy, o e R, % * . . LS SE I JE L IR * +
; ntnt Yale e G EART T W s EIE SR DR DR SR SR D G DR SR S SR SR T K O
7 ol ] i e dntnt s, ittt OO OO
'’ B .-';'b",",;d"l I O e
e T e R I
LAl s dety, - - -+ * + * EE
I N E EEaa
o+ + + + LI IR I
I N
+ NN
I
- 4+ e e
. e N 7 A r T e+
PR & F + - I
e + + - - - L I e
+ A E E S
5 + * I
A o I S ST
///[//(///j e
= oL A1 T oA -
s mm’{(.‘..._tf"/; e = +
1 . ?,/--/l.;.‘}n-_’-’, 4:;-'.'_"; ;;, Tk
S e
EE S S —— S, G e e
e e oy e i e T e =
e i s e
¥ o+ + £, 3 e e, o=
et e .5 = - + + o+ W+l R - +
= 4-»0;0-0*100'?'0,&'-«-01_" Pl + +
|0300p£¢..!-+«\.r + 4+ I ok e s 2 T = + P A
+ B+ + 43+ 4 + o+ e AT 4 - L e e +
A b+ F b b 4 4 s s - + o+ . .
¥ F + ¥ + - + bk s oe E s
IO + -+ + o+ I + LRI
EIE IR IR I - * h e v ! - + * o+ +* > * - - ik ey
SR I e I = rr v + s L
S e S o T F + v F 4+ 4 Hr v e+t h s I
EE I I I T Rt B e IR I
S + I S A ~ie 3 .4 I R
I o AR S G I A e S b e N T EE R + o+ EIEIEIE
AT * * -+ »F T Tt o+ o+ & + + I I
I + 4+ - I S * I + s+ R
+ e + * - LR S SEE - + I I
IR * eI + #ir e Flr e o I IR e R
P IR + o+ L e I + * E R E et b LIt
I L I + RIS I P I
S N + o+ I + LI I S I I e + + L
e e e e . EE R e + RN I I I
N -+ - . N - N N I aEa +
B e + e N P NN e
-.o-uooo-‘vovo'vo‘h‘ Lt - - L - e I I e L I e * *
PR GRS PR x P . + PR PR 4 & PR
v ¥ — - L LN e e e e S e ¥
B N N o N O O I O o+ + s s +
R I e e -+ -+ I
I o e e IR I e -
I N e -+ + o+ T EE P e e et
. * I I I I I I S S R I It e o +
A AN e + * R A NN
I I I e I I I I ' +
I I I N e - +ie + o+ I N R N N
- . >+ LRI R IR S S T e L I IR SR IR I e I I I A TR B I e e I I I I I e ' *
-+ 4 R I I I + + 4+ 4 + o+ I N I I - o+ e
+ v e d S P I S I I I I N e + v I .+ PR + +
- r . L I L I T I e I S LEIE 0 *ER At s + 4+ v+ vt oo LI + q . -
* rrrrr * LR IR R S IR I R R R R P e T R R R R R A e e e I O A R * *it o i 0 AP (e N P SO S 2 o 3 * *
LRSI Y * *»ooov-v-v--v-v-ot.‘?“hoooooooo}-u‘ﬁov-vp+oooo+ooow»+ L I I I I T A A - ¥ * - * e I
Ll Q«ovo*&wq&ovro**‘*-_‘ro‘}wo»avoa LRI R L IR S TR S S SR D ke LRSI SR S S N eI IR S O S R O O I-"vfi.-‘f&fif.’f""'-*“'f.
S R R I N N N I A R I e e I A N N I N
B e + ¥ I I I e e e I - Y + - -+ T A b ke v 4
N I e e L I N L I eI It + + + * + s .
I N I I I I I I S IR I I S D T iy + + - .
B R NN I N N e NN N Y e * * * + .
T o N + sk ek a w bk b 4 + +
4 I e - T T P N I S S +
+ 4k 8k bk kA # b b 4 s 4 Pl e i i R e P P S P r'S
e + e F F F F ¥ FF ¥ L IO T R A L e G N e
P + T ¥ F A w S ———
A S S el R A e P e R M i i i S0 e
s + L . S o o o a2 O TN I s e i . G
? - B e e AT e T e e Py Tl e e P S 0, 0 b, LR O, 0, 0 ML G0
£ e =N F F F F b F AR FAF bk ks s s s 4 P i
ToF h S 4 b b b b bk ok - NP RPERL I v L PO TR vvﬁi&-ﬁ&voth—i—!*
¥ LA L3 2 —g;._f__p__.g_ﬁ_d._t_éo._._._a_..m_ﬁ E R R O * » L] DO SO0-00LD0O0-NO0 s A A
ﬂ?&a—-a—w i E r * + +594 + 4+ 3 - A EBE R ey L e + + _+ R e e
e e A R S S S SN S - FF F F F FF A A F T T e e . v
¥ ¥ F F F F F F F F F s+ o+ * LI I I e e +
B R I I e - . e L I e - - +
e S I S e I S . + T E A oo+ e I EIE R - B
I I I e I R I T i i S e P o o
e EE e LI TSR TE S SE R S I S e I N S N e o
LR B LR TE L IR R TR L R R e L I I I I I I I I A o e e e T T T T e R A A S B e - -
I R S I N N N N N N N S
o I I I I N I I I S * - + -
I IR R
.+ - - * I L I N e - -
I N I e LI I
- . + * I I e P E R
S N N N N N N N + O A I A S I It
[# % % % 4 4 4 + 4 % 4 4+ 4 & 4 4 ¢ 4 F 4 4 4 4 4 4 I N N
[ #. % & % & & 4 4 4 4 4 + 4 % % 4 4 4 + 4 4 4 4 4 4 PO R S N N N
I + . I e I e
| # % % % 4 4 2 4 4 4 % % % % 4 ¢ 4 % % 4 4 4 8 44 I I e I LI S e
[+ + + + » I e - . s LRI
t P T e s e s e s s R
+ e e + .+ N
t oy R N S S S
R LI e
o R R IR I
I s+ L
SEISMIC HAZARD AREAS m EROSION HAZARD AREAS

EAST LAKE SAMMAMISH TRAIL | SITE PLANS WITH  Pemr—ma | A= 9

p gt
V77777 Lanpsuoe WazaRo aRgss A — i = ) SO KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON | GEOLOGIC HAZARDS ™ e
REFERENCE: Bose map provided by PARAMETRIX, INC. L e 1.26.00 99179

PR st WL I 2

1,
CAIPROJECT S\W09861 70081 TR0Z2.OWG.



FEE T e e e e
+ + r o I -
+ + * R
A I A I N N +
. A N I N + aE
= 3 e E e e IR I IS IR +
+TE 4 e ke e E e e :
eI R R F o+ *
i N + + +
- * PN NN + + +
EIE R ) *
LIRS + b b
+ + o+
LI C’«+
+ 4+ *
- > ¥ + 4
I e
- e
I Y
e e Bl : + A
LI YIRS "_1-"5— 3 P 14 o i * I L
- A= bk - = ) 2 . 3 o EA F + F
FF F F A bt A T Y F st b SR S P ;“3—;—1—1—1—"-—-H++o+o_04+}:000 4"‘&:’?”/
- FAAH T F F F ¥ £ b b e e ek b o IR I WA e .,"',‘,
+ N N N N A i ey +—r v TR EF 5 -
vy i - g o+ v v >+ TH st a By AT —
OO OO YL TE .«.mw RS A A e W et
ST raere - _z_l._n_ﬁr_.;_a.._a:-..-’—q. L T+ s =
2 r T ¥ +
+ /ifa} Fi=ag . +
*
- + o+ + +
» P It I R R A
* o o, * * *
+ * S
[= + + ey i R e
Pl % L L e TR
+* et * o+ LIRS I IEIE L - rre
* * +x e L I I I I I e
+ + + o+ + I LI L )
G + R
+ + I S
+ I I e kS
b - * B e I e
I * +
* + I
* - LGSt I IEIE IE L L S SE I IE IR
*rr e * - * P e
LRI I I +* + S
LRI ) + o+ N
LR e e S I * LR O G S R T N
S - -+ e
LI IR * T
I * e -~ + S e S I e
ok b a s s s+ s s Pl ol W Sl PR Fnif Y o . O R W T S il O R
!
T .
LEGEND n orawn ar __HAC
SEISMIC HAZARD AREAS A e
200" 400" n 3 EAST LAKE SAMMAMISH TRAIL SITE PLANS WITH e W _BWT
| FRONCT MO,
. FIA CEOSCIENGES Lic KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON | GEOLOGIC HAZARDS 0
L e "‘4 N 1260
. J.!f[!'!.\..l.u C:---ru\_ 20,
REFERENCE: Base map provided by PARAMETRIX, INC. o1
CAPROUECT S\0S01 10\ 7000 DWG




East Lake Sammamish Interim Use Trail and Resour ce Protection Plan EA

Hazardous Materials

Leaks or Spills of Hazardous Materials During Railroad Operation

Therail line that formerly occupied the proposed Interim Use Trail corridor was a branch line
that provided limited service to the rural area east of the City of Redmond. This branch of the
railroad did not serve a highly industrial area; the main industry was a dairy in Issaguah.

Therefore, transport of carloads of hazardous materials on thisrail line was probably minimal.

The potential did exist for leaks or spills of diesel fuel from locomotive fuel tanks during a
derailment. According to the Burlington-Northern Santa Fe (BNSF) Railroad, records regarding
hazardous materials leaks or spills from operations on this branch of the railroad exist for the
past 10 years. These records do not indicate leaks or spills of hazardous materials associated
with operation of this branch of the railroad (Sheppard, personal communication, 2000).

Another potential source of hazardous materials during railroad operation was incidental drips of
oils and lubricants from railroad locomotives and cars. This type of incidental leakage occurs on
all railroads and is generally proportional to the amount of railroad traffic, similar to the
deposition of oils and lubricants on highways. Such leakage is restricted to the railbed and is
manifested as discoloration of railroad ties and gravel ballast. The residua petroleum
hydrocarbons from this incidental leakage would be subjected to weathering and transport
processes, including biodegradation in the ballast and underlying soil, contact with rainwater,
and flow to streams and groundwater. Considering the limited volume of the leakage and the
propensity for these types of hydrocarbons to break down in the environment, major impacts to
streams and groundwater would not be expected.

Application of Chemicals to Control Weeds

Weed control is conducted along railroad corridors to keep tracks and ballast clear of vegetation
and to prevent trackside fires. King County will maintain weeds along the corridor by use of
weed trimmers and mechanical mowers and does not apply chemicals for weed control.

According to the BNSF Railroad, records regarding application of weed-control chemicals on
this branch of the railroad exist for the past 10 years. These records indicate that all weed
control was conducted by State-licensed herbicide applicators (Sheppard, persona
communication, 2000). Licensed applicators are required to have a thorough knowledge of the
chemical properties and recommended application rates of the herbicides they apply.

Wood-Preserving Chemicals in Wood Railroad Ties

Wood railroad ties are chemically treated to prevent insect attack and to maximize tie life.
Creosote, a derivative of coal tar, isthe oldest and most common chemical preservative used on
railroad ties. Pentachlorophenol was introduced in the early 1960s as an effective wood-
preserving chemical for use on railroad ties and other wood materials.

Although wood-preservative chemicals in railroad ties present the potentia for leaching into
surrounding soils, the potentia islow due to the low solubility and mobility of these chemicals
in water. A study by the Association of American Railroads examined the leaching

May 2002 Appendix A-3



East Lake Sammamish Interim Use Trail and Resour ce Protection Plan EA

characteristics of various types of wood railroad ties from throughout the United States, ranging
in ages from new to 50 years. The results of Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Potential (TCLP)
testing indicated creosote concentrations less than 5 percent of the Federal regulatory threshold
that would classify the ties as hazardous waste (Association of American Railroads, 1994).
Similar research by the Electric Power Research Institute (1992) on wood poles and crossarms
treated with pentachlorophenol showed mean concentrations of 1/50th of the hazardous waste
threshold. Soil testing by the Forest Products Laboratory of Mississippi State University failed
to show any traces of creosote more than 5 cm from wood poles that had been treated with
creosote prior to being driven into the earth (United Kingdom Creosote Council, 2000).

Most of the railroad ties were removed from the railbed during the rail salvage project. In eight
segments of the railbed (total of approximately 2,500 linear feet), ties were |eft in place due to
wet conditions and the presence of adjacent sensitive environments (Parametrix, 1999). Splinters
from railroad ties generated during railroad tie removal activities may be present within the
project corridor.

Incidental Leaks of Oils, Lubricants, and Fuels from Construction Equipment
During the Rail Salvage Project

Pollution prevention measures were in place as of March 30, 1999 as part of the rail salvage
project conducted within the corridor and on the railbed (King County, 1999a). These measures
included application of Best Management Practices (BMPs) for prevention, identification,
reporting, and cleanup of any fluid leaks and spills from vehicle equipment use and storage. No
incidents of leaks or spills of ails, lubricants, or fuels occurred during the period that the
pollution prevention measures were in effect (Parametrix, 1999).

Preliminary Soil Sampling Results from Sites of Interest

During the course of identifying and disposing of non-salvageable railroad ties left during the rail
salvage project, King County staff observed two sites on the trail alignment for collection of soil
samples. One site (a segment approximately 300 feet long, just south of the intersection of the
trail and SE 33rd Street) was temporarily used to store damaged non-salvageable railroad ties.
The other site (alocation approximately 50 feet south of the North Fork Issaquah Creek bridge
on thetrail alignment, near SE 62nd Street) exhibited soil discoloration adjacent to the drainage
ditch on the east side of the alignment.

Two soil samples were collected from the former site and three soil samples were collected from
the latter site. All of the samples were subjected to screening test to determine the presence or
absence of total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH). The two samples from the SE 33rd Street site
indicated the presence of diesel and heavy oil, and two of the three samples collected at the SE
62nd Street site indicated the presence of heavy oil only. These screening tests do not quantify
the concentrations of TPH or allow comparison to Department of Ecology soil cleanup
standards;, therefore, King County is in the process of developing an investigation plan to collect
additional soil samples for testing of specific TPH parameters.
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SURFACE WATER

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Bear Creek Basin. Bear Creek Basin, located north of Lake Sammamish, covers
approximately 51 square miles and drains into the Sammamish River in Redmond. The upper
portions of the watershed are relatively undeveloped. The Interim Use Trail would be located in
the Lower Bear Creek sub-basin where land use is predominately urban residential and
commercia (King County, 1990a).

The corridor lies within the Bear Creek Basin, however it does not cross the creek or the
designated Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) floodplain.

King County has designated the lower reaches of Bear Creek as a Regionally Significant
Resource Area because of its excellent habitat and water quality; it is also one of the most
productive salmon spawning streams in the Puget Sound Basin. Although Bear Creek has
excellent water quality, it has exceeded criteriafor fecal coliform and mercury in the lower
reaches, and the Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology, 1998) placed it on the 1998
303(d) list of threatened and impaired water bodies. The 100-year floodplain of Bear Creek is
mapped in the vicinity of the project area (FEMA, 1998). No local drainage or flooding
problems have been reported in this area.

Sammamish River Basin. The Sammamish River Basin drains atotal of 150 square
miles. However, all but 26 square miles of this area drains through Lake Sammamish or Bear
Creek, (King County, 1993b). The Sammamish River flows north, connecting L ake Sammamish
with Lake Washington. The Sammamish River is approximately 13 miles long and relatively
linear with a uniform channel configuration along much of its length. Land use adjacent to the
river is a combination of urban, residential, and agricultural uses. A portion of Segment 2 of the
Interim Use Trail would be located within an area draining to the Sammamish River. However,
this area is located approximately one mile from the river, near its source (Lake Sammamish),
and no concentrated flow from the trail reaches the river.

Ecology has listed the Sammamish River on the 1998 303(d) list for exceeding temperature,

fecal coliform, and pH criteria. FEMA has designated an extensive 100-year floodplain for the
Sammamish River north of the project area.

East Lake Sammamish Basin. The 16-square mile East Lake Sammamish Basin is
composed of six mgjor sub-basins (from north to south) Panhandle, Inglewood, Monohon,
Thompson, Pine Lake, and Laughing Jacobs (Figure 3.2-2 in Chapter 3). These are drained by
14 Class AA perennial creeks, 8 intermittent creeks, and 37 additional drainage routes as
designated by the Washington State Department of Ecology (see Geology Appendix, King
County, FEIS, 2000a, and King County, 1999b).

The streams, which generally originate in wetlands located on the Sammamish Plateau, drain
west through steep ravines to Lake Sammamish. Numerous seeps also emerge along the base of
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the Plateau and supply additional surface water for streams and wetlands. Rapid and intense
development has degraded the hydrology and water quality in Lake Sammamish and the
numerous creeks that drain into the lake (King County, 1990b).

The proposed project site is located along the toe slope of the Sammamish Plateau and typically
runs perpendicular to natural drainage routes. Local flooding and drainage problems common
within the project area have been attributed to: (1) historic alteration of natural drainage patterns
by construction and operation of the railroad and East L ake Sammamish Parkway, (2) residential
development, (3) natural seeps and springs, and (4) poorly maintained local drainage systems.
Flooding complaints documented by the King County Water and Land Resources Division,
Drainage Services Section, are summarized in the Surface Water Appendix (King County, FEIS,
20004). Based on detailed descriptions of the above complaints, only two complaints are directly
related to the railroad. Both are these complaints are related to maintenance of existing (historic)
drainage patterns.

The main sub-basins and surface water features in the East Lake Sammamish Basin are discussed
in detail in the following sections.

L ake Sammamish. Lake Sammamish, with a surface area of approximately 4,900 acres,
isone of the largest lakes in the Puget Sound Basin (King County, 1999c). The Lake receives
flow primarily from Issaquah Creek and discharges north through the Sammamish River to Lake
Washington, Lake Union, and Puget Sound. Most of the watershed is located within the King
County Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) and is (or is proposed to be) developed with high-
density residential and commercial land uses (King County, 1994b). Section 3.6, Land and
Shoreline Use, describes projected land use for this watershed. Within the project area
residential development has been concentrated between the East Lake Sammamish Parkway and
the lake shore.

Lake Sammamish islisted as a King County Sensitive Lake because water quality studies
conducted over the last 30 years have demonstrated that the lake is sensitive to phosphorus
loading (King County, 1990b, 1995a). In 1968, Metro completed a water quality improvement
project that ended direct discharges of sewer effluent to Lake Sammamish (King County, 1999c).
To further protect the lake, King County has adopted strict water quality and stormwater
standards that regulate basin development to protect the lake from excessive phosphorus loads
and to reduce problems with low dissolved oxygen (DO) (King County, 1998a). Ecology
included Lake Sammamish on the 1998 303(d) list of threatened and impaired water bodies
because fecal coliform criteria were exceeded.

FEMA has mapped a 100-year floodplain, designated Zone X, aong the eastern edge of the lake.
All of the existing railbed is located outside the floodplain. However, portions of the corridor are
located within the floodplain (FEMA, 1995).

Panhandle Sub-basin. The Panhandle sub-basin, located in the northern portion of the
East Lake Sammamish Basin, is approximately three miles long and relatively narrow. The sub-
basin is drained by seven perennia streams, six intermittent streams (Table B-1), and numerous
seeps, which are characteristically short, high-gradient channels (King County, 1994b).
Residentia development is concentrated along the shores of Lake Sammamish and in portions of
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the upper watershed (King County, 1994b). High-density residential development is predicted to
increase in the upper portions of the watershed (ECONorthwest, 1998).

King County field surveys noted no significant water quality problems for parameters other than
total suspended sediment in any of the Panhandle Sub-basin drainages. However, all of these
drainages have problems with incision in steep stream reaches and sedimentation in the lower
reaches (King County, 1994b).

FEMA floodplains are not mapped for any of the streams in this sub-basin. However, numerous
drainage and local flooding problems within the project area have been reported due to seeps and
poor conveyance systems. Generally, development along the trail in this sub-basin is sparse.
Nevertheless, local drainage and flooding problems have been reported in this area due to
blocked pipes and ditches and altered flow regimes (King County, 1994b). Capital improvement
projects to replace culverts under the railbed have been identified for severa streams.

Table B-1. Streams in the Panhandle Sub-basin, East Lake Sammamish Basin.

Stream Trail
ID Station Classification1 Channel Description2
0143A 597.6 |Perennial Class2, Upstream substrate consists of cobble and riprap. The creek ispiped to Lake
unknown salmoniduse | Sammamish downstream of therailbed.
0143B 5515 |Intermittent Upstream substrate consists of sand and silt, and the channel liesin a ditch.
Downstream the creek is piped to Lake Sammamish.
0143C Intermittent Flowsinto Stream 0143B upstream of therailbed.
0143D 537.6 |Intermittent (Not located)
0143E 5325 |Intermittent Upstream substrate consists of sand and silt, and the channel is straight. Downstream
the creek is on private property (not investigated).
0143F 527.0 |Perennia Class2, Substrate consists of silt and organic debris, and the channdl is straight. Downcutting
no salmonids due to erosion at the downstream end of culvert has occurred.
0143G 524.2  |Perennia Class 2, Substrate consists of a combination of gravel, and sand/silt. Sandbags have been used
no salmonids downstream to dam the creek to divert flow to afish incubator.
0143M 509.0 |Perennia Class?2, Substrate consists of acombination of gravel, and sand/silt. Upstream slope to East
no salmonids Lake Sammamish Parkway is steep. Approximately 15 feet of downcutting has
occurred, and it appears that the bank has poor stability. Less erosion has occurred
downstream and channel meanders are present.
0143H 502.2 |Perennia Class?2, Substrate consists of cobble and gravel. Some downcutting due to erosion has occurred
no salmonids at the downstream end of aculvert.
0143l 4885 |Intermittent Upstream substrate consists mostly of sand/silt with some gravel. Upstream sopeto
East Lake Sammamish Parkway is steep. Downstream the creek is piped to Lake
Sammamish.
0143J 484.4 Intermittent Substrate consists mostly of sand/silt with some gravel. The creek isin aditch upstream
of the crossing. Downstream, the creek appears to have poor bank stahility.
0143K 472.0 Perennial Class 2, Substrate consists of silt/sand. Channel is straight. No flow in creek during site visit
no salmonids (despite being classified as perennial).
0143L 462.6 Perennial Class 2, Substrate consists of acombination of sand/silt and gravel. Upstream thereisa 10-ft
no salmonids drop from East Lake Sammamish Parkway, and siltation problems, and the creek flows
through awetland. Downstream the channd is straight.

Notes: * Classification and salmonid use based on King County Investigations (1994b).
2 Channel descriptions based on Parametrix, Inc. field investigations conducted in Fall 1999.
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Inglewood Sub-basin. The Inglewood sub-basin covers approximately 1,559 acres and
drains through George Davis Creek (known locally as Inglewood or Eden Creek). George Davis
Creek originates on the Sammamish Plateau in a network of wetlands and springs. Land usein
this sub-basin is changing from forested to residential uses (King County 1994b, 19983,
ECONorthwest, 1998).

George Davis Creek is a Class 2 stream that supports salmonids. Water quality monitoring in
this creek indicates problems with Enterococcus bacteria and nitrogen possibly due to septic
tanks (in a neighborhood serviced by septic systems west of 228th that is frequently flooded) or

sewer system leaks. Sediment deposition, which is common within the project area, may aso
degrade water quality and habitat (King County, 1994b).

FEMA has not mapped a floodplain associated with this creek. Two concrete pipes (36-inch and
24-inch diameters) currently convey the creek under the existing railbed. Although these pipes
have capacity to convey existing flows, King County has recommended a capital improvement
project (CIP), which would replace them with a single 72-inch diameter pipe (King County,
1994b). The creek enters another pipe downstream of the railbed and flows under a house before
reaching the lake. George Davis Creek was reported to flood adjacent properties during storm
eventsin 1991, 1994, and 1996 (King County, 1999d). Local flooding along the railroad track is
also common (King County, 1994b).

Monohon Sub-basin. The Monohon sub-basin is divided into the north, middle, and
south drainages along the eastern edge of Lake Sammamish. The main features of each
Monohon sub-basin drainage are summarized in Table B-2. Much of this basin drains directly to
Lake Sammamish without forming a distinct channel. Land use within the basin is currently a
combination of forest and dense residential. Future development is expected to be predominately
dense residential (King County, 1994b).

Table B-2. Streams in the Monohon Sub-basin, East Lake Sammamish Basin.

Stream ID | Sub-basin | Classification® Channel Description®
Zaccuse Creek North Monohon Perennial Class2, Substrate consists of cobble and sand/gravel. Upstream the channel is vegetated
salmonids with blackberry bushes and is part of Wetland 26. Downstream the channel
contains riffles and flows into a pipe under a house.
0155 Middle Monohon [ Intermittent Could not be located.
0162A South Monohon Intermittent Substrate consists of sand/silt. Upstream the channel isin awet ditch, which is
steep and eroded between East L ake Sammamish Parkway and the railroad.
Downstream the channel disappearsinto private lawn.
0163 South Monohon Perennial Class 2, Substrate upstream consists of silt/sand and it appears to have poor bank stability,
salmonids Downstream substrate consists of gravel/cobble. Channel discharges to the lake.
Many Springs South Monohon Perennial Class 2, Substrate consists of silt/sand. Upstream the channel islocated in awet ditch.
Creek salmonids Downstream the channel flowsthrough Wetland 3.

Notes: * Classification based on King County Investigations (1994b)
2 Channel descriptions based on Parametrix, Inc. field investigations conducted in Fall 1999.

The northern drainage area in the Monohon sub-basin is located between the Inglewood and
Thompson sub-basins. Zaccuse Creek is the primary drainage feature in thisbasin. Zaccuse
Creek originates in a series of wetlands and flows northwest to Lake Sammamish. ItisaClass 2
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stream with salmonids. Channel incision has been reported in the middle reaches of Zaccuse
Creek and sedimentation has occurred in the downstream reaches, which degrades water quality.
No other water quality problems have been reported in the sub-basin (King County 1994b).
FEMA has not mapped a floodplain along this creek. Zaccuse Creek is conveyed under the
existing railbed in a 36-inch concrete pipe; no flooding problems have been reported although
flooding is expected under existing land use conditions assuming a 25-year or greater return
frequency storm event discharge rate (King County, 1994b).

The middle drainage area, located between the Pine Lake and Thompson sub-basins, is drained

by Stream No. 0155 (See Figure 3.2-2, Chapter 3), a Class 2 intermittent stream. The streamis
conveyed under the railbed in a 12-inch corrugated metal pipe (CMP). No evidence of flooding
problems was observed during awinter 1999 field investigation.

The southern drainage area contains three notabl e streams: Many Springs Creek and Stream No.
0163, which are both Class 2 streams with salmonids, and Stream No. 0162A, which isan
intermittent stream. Many Springs Creek has experienced both channel incision and downstream
sedimentation. Although Ecology has not included it on the 303(d) list, water quality has been
impaired by fine sediment deposition. Many Springs Creek is conveyed under the existing
railbed through a 24-inch CMP. Modeled flow data predict flooding under existing devel opment
conditions during a 25-year or greater return frequency storm event (King County, 1994b).
Stream Nos. 0163 and 0162A have no reported water quality problems (King County, 1994b).
Stream No. 0163 is conveyed under the existing railbed in a 24-inch clay pipe; no evidence of
flooding or capacity problems was observed during afield investigation (Parametrix, 1999).
Stream No. 0162A is conveyed in a 24-inch concrete pipe, which has been reported to be
undersized (King County, 1999b).

Thompson Sub-basin. The Thompson sub-basin covers approximately 1,176 acresin
the middle of the East Lake Sammamish Basin. Current land use in this sub-basinisa
combination of rural and urban residential uses and undeveloped land. However, land use is
projected to become predominately urban residential, except for a small arealocated in the
stream ravine that would remain rural (King County, 1994b). Ebright Creek, a Class 2 salmon-
bearing creek (see Figure 3.2-2, Chapter 3), is the most notable drainage feature in this sub-
basin. Itisfed by two tributaries that originate on the Sammamish Plateau in Wetlands 14, 17,
61, and 62. In the project area, large woody debris and boulders have been placed in the channel
to reduce erosion and enhance instream habitat. King County (1994b) has documented erosion
problems in the upper watershed and sedimentation problems in the lower watershed. Water
quality monitoring also indicates that fecal coliform, total phosphorus, and turbidity
concentrations have been high during storm events.

FEMA has not mapped a floodplain in the project area. However, a hydraulic study indicates
that the existing railbed lies outside the flood elevation during a 100-year flood event (King
County, 1999b). A 36-inch concrete pipe and a 36-inch CMP convey the creek under the
existing railbed. Although these culverts have enough capacity to convey the 100-year flood
event, a King County CIP has been identified to replace these culverts with a bridge to improve
fish passage (King County, 1994b).
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Pine Lake Sub-basin. The Pine Lake sub-basin covers approximately 773 acresin the
middle of the East Lake Sammamish Basin. Pine Lake Creek originates on the Sammamish
Plateau in Pine Lake and Wetland 24 (see Figure 3.2-2, Chapter 3). The creek then drains west
to Lake Sammamish through a steep ravine composed of glacia till soils underlain with highly
erodible sandy outwash soils. The main tributary, Kanim Creek, joins Pine Lake Creek upstream
of the project area. Downstream of the existing railbed, boulders and large woody debris have
been added to the stream to enhance habitat. Current land use in this basin is a combination of
forested, and rural and urban residential use; however, future land use will be primarily urban
residential (King County, 1994b). Pine Lake Creek isa Class 2 perennia salmon-bearing creek.
Ecology listed the creek on the 1996 and 1998 303(d) lists for fecal coliform and recommends
establishment of atotal maximum daily load (TMDL) for the sub-basin. Although FEMA has
not mapped a 100-year floodplain, hydraulic studies indicate that the existing railbed is outside
the local floodplain (King County, 1999b). Two 36-inch concrete pipes convey Pine Lake Creek
under the existing railbed. Although these pipes can convey the 100-year storm event, a King
County CIP recommends that they be replaced with a bridge (King County, 1994b). This capital
improvement project has not yet been completed.

L aughing Jacobs Sub-basin. The Laughing Jacobs sub-basin includes approximately
3,600 acres of the southern portion of the East Lake Sammamish Basin. The basin is drained by
Laughing Jacobs Creek, which beginsin Wetland 26 (also known as Laughing Jacobs Lake),
flows through a steep ravine, and discharges to Lake Sammamish near the state park. Although
land use in 1989 was approximately 63 percent forested with scattered residential development,
the sub-basin has been rapidly developed and is expected to reach approximately 89 percent
urban development (see Section 3) (King County, 1994b). King County has rated this creek as a
Class 2 stream that supports salmonid populations. Ecology listed the creek on the 303(d) list in
1996 and 1998 for exceeding fecal coliform criteria. The creek has high phosphorus content
from agricultura land uses and sediment loads which originate from active landdlides in the
lower reaches of the creek (the upper portions are underlain by bedrock) (King County, 1990b).

FEMA has not designated a 100-year floodplain associated with Laughing Jacobs Creek.
However, hydraulic modeling of the creek has been used to map alocal floodplain within the
project area (King County, 1999b). Results from this study indicate that the existing railbed is
located above the flood stages predicted for a 100-year storm event. The existing railbed crosses
the creek on a bridge, which has enough capacity to convey the 100-year flood event.

Issaquah Creek Basin. The Issaquah Creek Basin covers approximately 61 square miles
in the southern portion of the Lake Sammamish Basin. The North Fork sub-basin, containing the
proposed trail covers approximately 2,855 acres. Flow in this sub-basin originates on the
Sammamish Plateau at Y ellow Lake, and enters the main fork of Issaquah Creek just upstream of
Lake Sammamish. The North Fork of Issaquah Creek islow gradient in the upper and lower
reaches but flows through a steep ravine near the middle of the watershed. The sub-basinis
nearly 75 percent forested (King County, 1994c) with portions of the basin developed with high-
density residential uses. Development within the basin is projected to increase. Water quality in
the North Fork has been impacted by runoff from impervious surfaces located in the city of
Issaguah and from discharges from a storm sewer outfall at River Mile (RM) 0.2 (King County,
1994c).
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Flooding is concentrated in the lower reaches of the sub-basin where FEMA has mapped a 100-
year floodplain (FEMA, 1995). The existing railbed is elevated above the 100-year flood
elevation on fill.

Existing Regulatory Environment

Federal, state, and local regulations govern stormwater quantity, water quality, and floodplainsin
each of the affected watersheds. The federal government regulates floodplains and water quality
through permits issued by the state. At a minimum, state and local agencies must meet federal
requirements. However, within the project area, state and local government agencies have
adopted stricter standards. Ecology has established water quality standards for the state and has
recommended that total daily maximum loads (TMDLSs) be established for Bear Creek, Issaquah
Creek, Pine Lake Creek, and Lake Sammamish.

FEMA has mapped 100-year floodplains on Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM), which regulate
devel opment within these watersheds. The Clean Water Act is the federal law that regulates

direct discharge of pollutants to water resources through the use of permits.

King County and the cities of Redmond and Issaquah have developed Sensitive Areas
Ordinances (SAO) to address water quality treatment within the project site. Lake Sammamish
has been designated as a Sensitive Lake; therefore, specific treatment standards may apply to the
project. The King County Surface Water Design Manual (1998b) has been adopted by the cities
of Issaquah and Sammamish and would apply to most of the project site. The City of Redmond
has adopted Ecology’ s Stormwater Management Manual for Puget Sound Lowlands (Ecology,
1992). King County and the cities have adopted basin plans—for Lake Sammamish, Issaquah
Creek and Bear Creek—that outline basin-specific requirements designed to protect sensitive
portions of these watersheds.
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PLANTS AND WETLANDS

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Wetlands

This section describes the wetlands that occur in the project corridor. Wetlands are defined as
those areas that are inundated or saturated for long enough during the growing season to develop
anaerobic conditions in the upper portion of the soil, which results in the development of wetland
vegetation and hydric soils. Parametrix, Inc. staff identified wetlands in April of 1999, and
delineated vegetated wetlands during November and December 1999, and January and February
2000. Wetland delineation methods were based on the Wetland Delineation Manual
(Environmental Laboratory, 1987) and the Washington Sate Wetlands I dentification and
Delineation Manual (Ecology, 1997).

Wetlands were classified according to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Classification of
Wetlands and Deep Water Habitats of the United States (Cowardin et al., 1979). Boundaries of
palustrine (vegetated) wetlands occurring in the project area were delineated within the corridor,
or within 25 feet of the top edge of the railbed. Lacustrine wetlands occur along the Lake
Sammamish shoreline adjacent to the corridor in several locations. Boundaries of lacustrine
wetlands were not delineated and are assumed to occur at the shoreline waterwards until water
depths are greater than 6.6 feet. Additional detailed information is located in the Wetland
Appendix, East Lake Sammamish Trail Wetlands Report (King County, FEIS, 2000a). Wetland
functional assessments were made for vegetated wetlands based on the presence of indicators
and professional judgment. These assessments focused on hydrological and biological functions
typically performed by wetlands (Brinson, 1993; Reimold, 1994; Reppert, et al., 1979).

Wetland Regulatory Environment

Laws regulating wetlands include the Federal Clean Water Act (Sections 404 and 401), under
which the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) regulates wetlands as a subclass of Waters of
the State. The Washington State Shorelines Management Act, along with local shoreline master
programs in each jurisdiction, regulate the shoreline of Lake Sammamish and several streamsin
the vicinity with mean annual flow of over 20 cubic feet per second (cfs). The Sensitive Areas
Regulations of King County and of the cities of Redmond, Sammamish, and Issaquah provide
the local regulatory framework. Details of regulatory elements for each jurisdiction are
summarized in Table C-1.

Wetlands along the corridor were rated according to state and local regulations. Summaries of
the rating definitions are provided in the Wetlands Technical Report Appendix F (King County,
FEIS, 2000a). Buffer widths were assigned based on wetland r atings according to the local
jurisdiction. In general, wetland buffers in the project vicinity are not vegetated; they are either
paved streets or driveways, or are dominated by maintained vegetation such as mowed turf.
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Lake Sammamish

Lake Sammamish is mapped by the National Wetlands Inventory ([NWI] FWS, 1989a and
1989h) as lacustrine wetland and deepwater habitat with both limnetic and littoral subsystems.
Limnetic habitats are the portions of freshwater 1akes where the water is greater than 6.6 feet.
Littoral, or nearshore, habitats have water depths less than 6.6 feet. By definition, where littoral
wetlands occur, they extend lakeward from the lakeshore to a depth of 6.6 feet and lack
persistent emergent vegetation. The majority of the lake is mapped as limnetic with an
unconsolidated (un-vegetated) bottom. The NWI maps the occurrence of littoral wetlands along
the shore of Marymoor Park and Lake Sammamish State Park and along the southern lakeshore
of Weber Point. The corridor lies directly adjacent to the mapped littoral habitat for an
approximate 150-foot-long section south of Marymoor Park.

Wetlands of Marymoor County Park and Lake Sammamish State Park

The corridor crosses large wetlands in Marymoor County Park and Lake Sammamish State Park
(See Wetland Appendix of King County, FEIS, 2000a, for further discussion). The two wetland
areas are each rated by King County and Issaguah as Class 1 wetlands and require 100-foot
buffers.

The Marymoor Park wetlands cover approximately 100 acres and are mapped by King County as
Sammamish River #4 (King County, 1991). The wetlands encompass the entire northern end of
Lake Sammamish including the east and west sides of the head of the Sammamish River

channel. Lacustrine wetlands occur waterward from the lakeshore. Palustrine forested, scrub-
shrub, and emergent wetland communities comprise vegetated wetlands north and east of the
lake.
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TableC-1.

Wetland Regulations for Jurisdiction Crossed by the East L ake Sammamish Trail Right-Of-Way

King County and
City of Sammamishf

City of Issaquah

City of Redmond

Ecology

U.S. Army Cor ps of
Engineers

Permitting and
Regulatory Mechanism

King County Code 21A.24
Sensitive Areas Ordinance

Issaquah Municipal Code
18.10, Environmental
Protection and Critical Areas
Regulations

Redmond Community
Development Guide
20D.140, Sensitive Areas.

Executive Order 89-10:
Protection of Wetlands.

Clean Water Act, Section
404,

Wetland Classification
System

Defines three wetland classes

Defines three wetland classes

Defines four wetland types

Four wetland categories
(defined in Ecology, 1993)

Doesnot classify wetlands

Buffer Requirements Class1=100ft Class1=100ft Typel =100 to 150 ft Genera Recommendations | Doesnot regulate buffers
Class 2 =50 ft Class2 =501t Typell =50 to 100 ft Category | =200 to 300 ft
Class3=25ft Class3=25ft Typelll =25t0 50 ft Category |11 =100 to 200 ft
TypelV =0 Category |11 =50to 100 ft
Category IV =25to 50 ft
Buffer Modification Bufferscanbeaveragedor |Bufferscanbeaveragedor |[Bufferscanbeaveragedor |Notaddressed Not applicable

modified subject to
conditions and approvals.

modified subject to
conditions and approvals.

modified subject to
conditions and approvals.

Wetland Mitigation
Ratios

Creation, Enhancement or
Restoration®
Inthe same sub-basin or on-
siteClassland2=2:1
Class3=1:1

Creation, Enhancement or
Restoration
Classland2=2:1
Class3=1:1

Crestion

Typel =6:1,

Typell and 111 =2:1
TypelV = not required
Enhancement

Typel = 2:1

Typell and 111 = 1:1
Type |V = not required

General Recommendations
Category 11

Forested = 3:1
Scrub-shrub=2:1
Emergent=2:1

Category IV =1.25:1

Mitigationisdetermined ona
case-by-casebasis.

Note: a

Proposed revisions to King County’ s Sensitive Areas Ordinance would increase these ratios.

Through an interlocal agreement, the City of Sammamish follows King County regulations and procedure.
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The corridor passes through the eastern portion of this wetland where mature palustrine forested
wetland occurs. Black cottonwood (Populus balsamifera) and Oregon ash (Fraxinus latifolia)
form the overstory and mixed shrubs with reed canarygrass (Phalaris arundinacea) grow in the
understory. In thislocation, wetland hydrology results from seasonally high groundwater and
from stormwater runoff, including a large stormwater outfall.

A second large wetland system is located in Lake Sammamish State Park along the southern
shore of the lake. The wetland covers approximately 200 acres and was mapped by King County
as Issaquah Creek #2 (King County, 1991). The wetland is comprised of forested, scrub-shrub,
and emergent palustrine wetlands with lacustrine wetlands occurring north and west of the
lakeshore.

In the corridor, the wetland is dominated by reed canarygrass. Growing along the margins of the
Parkway and the railbed are mixed patches of willow (Salix sp.), young Oregon ash, and black
cottonwood trees.

Issaguah Creek, an important regional fish-bearing stream, is located approximately 3,000 feet
west of the corridor and flows north through the wetland to the lake. Wetland hydrology results
from seasonally high ground water, surface water runoff, and periodic flooding of 1ssaquah
Creek. Three additional small streams flow either through or across the corridor and to the lake.

Both Marymoor Park and Lake Sammamish State Park wetlands are high functioning ecosystems
providing biological support and wildlife habitat, including habitat for threatened and

endangered species, and species of specia concern (see Wildlife and Fish Section 3.4 for more
detail on habitats in these areas). Hydrologic functions provided by these wetlands include water
quality improvement through sedimentation and nutrient transformation, stormwater detention,
and floodwater attenuation. These functions help maintain water quality and aquatic habitat in
adjacent Lake Sammamish.

Wetlands Associated with Salmonid-Bearing Streams

There are eight streams in the project area that are known to have salmonid fish species (see
Wildlife and Fish, Section 3.4), and seven of these streams are associated with wetlands in the
corridor (see Wetland Appendix of King County, FEIS, 2000a). The wetlands are rated by the
local jurisdiction as Class 2 based on area and habitat features, and require 50-foot buffers.

These wetlands range in size from 0.2 acre to greater than 5.0 acres and generally extend outside
of the corridor. Overall, emergent and scrub-shrub vegetation classes are more prevalent than
forested, athough afew have significant forested portions. The wetlands are important in
providing wildlife habitat and protecting fish habitat in the adjacent streams. Some may provide
off-channel refuges for migrating and rearing fish during winter and spring flood and high flow
periods. Important habitat support functions provided by the wetlands include organic matter
production, water temperature attenuation through shading, and water quality improvement
through sediment trapping and nutrient cycling. Critical hydrologic functions include
stormwater and flood storage, retention, or conveyance; and base flow support. Currently, many
of the wetlands are functionally degraded by the dumping of yard waste, construction debris, and
other trash. In some, substantial vegetation disturbances (clearing or mowing) also reduce the
function of these wetlands.
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Wetlands Associated With Perennial Streams

Nine wetlands in the project area are associated with perennial streams that do not appear to
provide salmonid fish habitat (see Wildlife and Fish Section 3.4). Most streams originate east of
the Sammamish Parkway and flow through the corridor to the lake, while the wetlands generally
occur entirely within the corridor. The wetlands are rated by the local jurisdiction as Class 2 or
Class 3 depending upon size and number of vegetation classes present, and have 50- or 25-foot
buffers, respectively. Two wetlands are less than 2,500 square feet each and are not rated.

These wetlands provide habitat for non- salmonid fish species (see Wildlife and Fish Section 3.4).
They may also contain still pools and other aquatic habitat for breeding and rearing amphibians.
These wetlands trap sediment, facilitate nutrient transformation, and reduce the amounts of
nutrients contained in stormwater runoff and thus provide water quality benefits to the lake.
Dumping of yard waste and other debris and some vegetation removal has impaired these
wetland functions.

Wetlands Associated with Intermittent Drainages and Hillside Seeps

At many locations in the corridor, wetland hydrology results from groundwater discharge from
dopes adjacent to the railbed (see Wetland Appendix of King County, FEIS, 2000a). Generaly,
small streams originate in the seep wetlands and drain directly to the lake, or join with larger
drainages in the corridor. The wetlands are usualy entirely contained within the corridor.
Generaly, they are rated as Class 3 wetlands. Some have forested vegetation and are therefore
rated as Class 2 wetlands.

The seep wetlands typically have emergent vegetation with reed canarygrass, the most
predominant of the emergent species present. This and other vegetation serves to retain
sediments, and to stabilize the erosive slopes often associated with hillside seeps. The resulting
clean discharge water contributes to maintaining good lake and stream water quality, including
cool temperatures. Generaly, the seep habitats are suitable for breeding and rearing of some
species of amphibians.

Isolated Wetlands

Three wetlands are hydrologically isolated, meaning they do not drain to surface water and are
not contained in a 100-year floodplain (see Wetland Appendix of King County, FEIS, 2000a).
The isolated wetlands are small and entirely contained in the corridor. They are rated by King
County or the local jurisdiction as either Class 3 or Type IV depending on the jurisdiction where
they occur.

The isolated wetlands collect surface runoff, and provide sediment trapping and nutrient cycling
resulting in water quality improvement. Water that collects in these wetlands ultimately drains
to the lake via subsurface flow. Seasona ponding may provide amphibian rearing and breeding
habitat for some species.
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APPENDIX D
FISH AND WILDLIFE
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FISH AND WILDLIFE

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Wildlife

Regulations

Various federal, state, county, and city regulations address the protection of wildlife in the
project area (Table D-1). In most cases, city and county regulations reflect Washington
Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) recommendations.

Table D-1. City, County, State, and Federal Regulations.

Regulation

Overseeing Agency

Wildlife and Fish Species
and
Habitats Addressed

Federal

Federal Endangered Species Act (ESA)

National Marine Fisheries Service
(NMFS)
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS)

All federally-listed threatened and
endangered species and critical habitats.

National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA)

Varies

All wildlifeand fish.

Federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act FWS Most birds.

Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act FWS; WDFW All wildlife and fish.
Sustainable FisheriesManagement Act | NMFS All fish

Clean Water Act Environmental Protection Agency All fish

State

Washington State Environmental Policy | King County All wildlifeand fish.

Act (SEPA)

Washington State Endangered Species WDFW All state-listed threatened and

Act endangered species.

Washington State Fish and Game Code | WDFW All state-listed Priority Habitats and

Species

Shoreline Management Act

Washington Department of Ecology

All fish and wildlife

County and City*

King County Sensitive Areas King County Critical or outstanding habitat for state

Ordinance, Code Chapter 21A.24 or federal designated endangered or
threatened species; designated stream
and wetland habitats; designated
wildlifehabitat corridors.

King County Comprehensive Plan King County Designated fish and wildlife habitat

conservation areas; habitatsfor state- or
federally-listed endangered, threatened,
or sensitive species; habitat for species
of local importance.
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Regulation

Overseeing Agency

Wildlife and Fish Species
and
Habitats Addressed

King County Surface Water Design

Manual, Special District Overlay, SO-

King County

Great blue heron rookeries.

Ordinance, Code Chapter 18.10.340

200

Redmond Sensitive Areas Ordinance, City of Redmond Streamsand their associated buffers;

Code Chapter 20D. 140 wildlifehabitat.

Redmond Comprehensive Plan City of Redmond Habitatsfor state- or federally-listed
endangered, threatened, sensitive,
candidate, or other priority species;
Class 1 wetlands and streams.

City of Issaquah Sensitive Areas City of Issaquah Wildlifeand wildlife habitat; Class 1

streams and Class 1 and 2 wetlands;

especially state- or federally-listed
threatened or endangered speciesand
their habitats; WDFW priority species.

! The City of Sammamish was recently incorporated and does not yet have a sensitive areas ordinance or Comprehensive Plan. The City will
apply King County’s regulations until the City adopts its own regulations.

Cover types along the project area were identified using aeria photography and field
reconnaissance. In general, areas within 30 feet of either side of the proposed trail alignment
were categorized into cover types, and individua patches were digitized using GIS. A patchis
defined as an area of relatively homogenous vegetation that can be classified as a particular

cover type. In some cases, areas extending beyond 30 feet from the proposed trail alignment
were also classified (e.g., where a single patch extended beyond the 30-foot boundary, or where
vegetation beyond the 30-foot boundary could be easily classified). The minimum mapped patch
size was generally one-half acre, although smaller patches of large cottonwoods (minimum three
large trees) were aso distinguished, because they provide important perch and nest sites for bald
eagles (threatened species) and other raptors.

Urban Matrix

Urban matrix is the most abundant cover type in the project area (see Figures 3-A, 3-B, 3-C, 3-D,
3-E, 3-F, 3-G, 3-H, 3-I, and 3-J, the GIS maps at end of Chapter 3). The cover type contains a
mix of buildings, asphalt, ornamental gardens, lawns, and shrubby/grassy areas with scattered
trees. Naturally occurring trees are deciduous, such as big leaf maple (Acer macrophylum),
which are generally 20 to 40 feet tall. Dominant shrubs are Himalayan blackberry (Rubus
discolor), Scot’s broom (Cytisus scoparius), and a variety of ornamental species. Unmown
grassy areas are dominated by non-native pasture species.

Wildlife species present in the urban matrix cover type are habitat generalists that are adapted to
awide variety of conditions. Characteristic species include European starlings, American robins,
American crows, dark-eyed juncos, spotted towhees, house finches, house sparrows, black-
capped chickadees, opossums, raccoons, deer mice, and Norway rats.
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Deciduous Tree Cover

This cover type consists of mostly deciduous trees (Oregon ash [ Fraxinus latifolia] , black
cottonwood [ Populustrichocarpa] , and bigleaf maple) with an understory of swordfern
(Polystichum munitum), sala (Gaultheria shallon), Himalayan blackberry, and salmonberry
(Rubus spectabilis). Trees are generally more than 40 feet tall, and some cottonwoods reach
more than 150 feet in height. Deciduous tree cover is scattered throughout the project area and
includes both riparian and upland areas (see Figures 3-A, 3-B, 3-C, 3-D, 3-E, 3-F, 3-G, 3-H, 31,
and 3-J, the GIS maps at the end of Chapter 3). Forested wetlands are included in the wetland
cover type.

Wildlife species associated with the deciduous tree cover type include a variety of songbirds and
raptors, small mammals, and a few species of amphibians and reptiles. Deciduous trees and
shrubs provide nesting habitat, cover, and forage for songbirds such as warbling vireos, orange-
crowned warblers, song sparrows, spotted towhees, black-throated gray warblers, black-headed
grosbeaks, and western tanagers (a species observed in the area by residents — Eychaner, 1999).
Deciduous areas along streams also provide habitat for beavers. Large cottonwoods present in
this cover type are particularly important as perch and nest sites for raptors, such as red-tailed
hawks and bald eagles. Bald eagles are afederally-listed threatened species and their occurrence
in the project area is described in greater detail in a Threatened and Endangered Species section
below. Amphibians and reptiles expected to occur in the deciduous tree cover type include
common garter snakes and possibly ensatinas (salamanders).

Coniferous Tree Cover

This cover type consists of mostly coniferous trees (Douglas fir [ Pseudotsuga menzesii],
western red cedar [ Thuja plicata] , and western hemlock [ Tsuga heterophyila] ) with an
understory of swordfern, low Oregon grape (Barberis nervosa), Himalayan blackberry, and
Englishivy (Hedera helix). Treesin this cover type are generally 40 to 80 feet tall. In the
project area, coniferous tree cover occurs as small patches (up to approximately 2 acres) in
upland areas (See Figures 3-A, 3-B, 3-C, 3-D, 3-E, 3-F, 3-G, 3-H, 3-1, and 3-J, the GIS maps at
end of Chapter 3).

Wildlife species characteristic of the coniferous tree cover type include ruby-crowned kinglets,
Steller’s jays, red-breasted nuthatch, pileated woodpeckers, vagrant shrews, and shrew-moles.
Pileated woodpeckers are a state-listed monitor species, and their occurrence in the project area
is described in greater detail later in this section. During winter, coniferous trees provide
important cover for avariety of birds, such as black-capped chickadees, Steller’sjays, American
robin, and song sparrows.

Wetlands

This cover type varies considerably in vegetation cover. Mature deciduous trees dominate a
large forested wetland system at the north end of Lake Sammamish (Wetland 34A through D).
Other wetlands in the project area are smaller, and include forested, shrub, and emergent habitats
(see Figures 3-A, 3-B, 3-C, 3-D, 3-E, 3-F, 3-G, 3-H, 3-I, and 3-J, the GIS maps at end of Chapter
3). Wetlands are further described in Section 3.3, Plants and Wetlands.
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Wildlife species characteristic of wetlands in and along the project area include great blue
herons, mallards, Canada geese, belted kingfishers, red-winged blackbirds, willow flycatchers,
Bewick’s wrens, Pacific treefrogs, and western terrestrial and common garter snakes. Wetland
34A through D is expected to provide foraging habitat for beavers and muskrats, and breeding
habitat for long-toed salamanders. A raptor nest, likely a red-tailed hawk nest, is aso present,
and this wetland occurs within a bald eagle nesting territory. Another large wetland, which
contains emergent, forested, and open water habitats, is adjacent to the trail at Lake Sammamish
State Park (Wetland 4A through E). The emergent wetland area is dominated by reed
canarygrass (Phalaris arundinacea) and provides habitat for Canada geese, striped skunks, long-
tailed weasels, creeping voles, Townsend' s moles, vagrant shrews, Townsend's voles, and
northwestern garter snakes. Red-tailed hawks and northern harriers are expected to hunt for
garter snakes and small mammalsin thisarea. The open water component of the wetland
provides habitat for mallards, gadwalls, buffleheads, and other waterfowl. Area residents report
observing river otter and wood ducks (presumably in open water and wetland areas) in the trail
corridor vicinity (Eychaner, 1999).

Threatened and Endangered Species

This section describes threatened, endangered, and other species of state and federal concern that
are known to occur or may occur in the project area vicinity.

Species with Federal Status

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWYS) identified the bald eagle, a threatened species, as
occurring in the vicinity of the trail corridor (Wildlife Appendix of King County, FEIS, 2000a).
The agency aso listed the peregrine falcon as an endangered species that may occur during
migration in the project vicinity. However, since the time that USFWS provided this
information, peregrine falcons have been removed from the endangered species list and are now
considered afederal species of concern. The agency aso identified one candidate species and
five other species of concern as potentially occurring in the area (FWS, 1999). Only one of these
species, the western pond turtle, is expected to occur in the project vicinity. Habitat for the other
five candidate species or species of concern is not available in the vicinity (Wildlife Appendix,
King County, FEIS, 2000a). Descriptions of species with federal status that are likely to use the
project vicinity are provided below.

Bald Eagle. Bald eagles generally occur along shores of saltwater and fresh water lakes
and riversthat support substantial prey densities (generally anadromous fish or waterfowl)
(Livingston et al., 1990; Stalmaster, 1987). Breeding bald eagles use large trees for nesting that
are generally within a mile of water and have an unobstructed view of water (ODFW, 1996;
Anthony and Isaacs, 1989). Nest trees are usually within old-growth or residual old-growth
stands, but some nesting also occurs in riverine and lakeside forests dominated by cottonwood
(ODFW, 1996). Both breeding and wintering bald eagles forage over open water and use
riparian trees, often cottonwoods, for perching.

Arearesidents report observing bald eagles in the trail corridor vicinity (Eychaner, 1999), and
WDFW (1999a) has identified two bald eagle breeding territories in the area. The breeding
territory on the south side of Lake Sammamish encompasses the trail corridor and contains one
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nest site, which is about 0.25 mile from the trail and is not within line-of-sight. The breeding
territory on the north side of the lake, which also encompasses the trail, contains anest in
Marymoor Park, about 630 feet from the proposed trail. The nest iswithin line of site of the trail
when deciduous trees lack leaves. Wintering bald eagles forage along Lake Sammamish and
perch in large cottonwood trees in the trail vicinity.

Peregrine Falcon. The peregrine falcon, a species of concern, nests on coastal cliffs and
rocks, especially on the outer coast and on the San Juan Islands (Smith et al., 1997). This species
also nests in suitable locations in the Puget Sound, and one pair has been nesting in downtown
Sedttle since 1994. Peregrines feed on smaller birds and often forage in areas with large
shorebird and waterfowl concentrations (WDFW, 1999b). Suitable nesting habitat (i.e., cliffs)
does not occur in the trail vicinity, but spring and fall migrant peregrines may use the area as
they track migrating waterfowl and shorebirds.

Western Pond Turtle. The western pond turtle, a species of concern, occurs in streams,
ponds, lakes, and permanent and ephemeral wetlands (Brown et al., 1995). This highly aquatic
species spends most of its time in water but also requires terrestrial habitats for nesting,
overwintering, and dispersal (WDFW, 1993a). Western pond turtles use floating vegetation,
logs, rocks, and mud or sand banks for basking. Their historical distribution was from Mexico
north to the Puget Sound (Brown et al., 1995). However, in recent years, the species has been
nearly eliminated from the Puget Sound region, largely due to habitat alteration and loss,
disturbance from humans, and introduction of non-native predators (WDFW, 1993a). Surveys
indicate that only two viable populations remain in Washington state, one in Skamania County
and another in Klickitat County (WDFW, 1993a). However, two western pond turtles have been
sighted in the Marymoor Park wetlands, on the northwest side of Lake Sammamish (WDFW,
1999a). These turtle locations are approximately 1,320 feet and 1,650 feet from the trail.

Species with State and/or Local Status

One state-listed endangered species, the western pond turtle, and one threatened species, the bald
eagle, are known to occur in the vicinity of the trail (WDFW, 1999a). Peregrine falcons, a state-
listed endangered species and a federal species of concern, may use the area during migration.
These species are discussed above. One candidate species for listing, the purple martin, and two
state monitor species, the great blue heron and the pileated woodpecker, are known to occur in
the project vicinity (WDFW, 1991). The red-tailed hawk, a species afforded special protection
by King County and the cities of Redmond, Issaquah, and Sammamish, is aso present in the
project area.

Purple Martin. The purple martin is a summer resident of the Puget Sound area. This
species breeds primarily near water and feeds on insects in open areas, often near moist and wet
sites (WDFW, 1991). Their presence appears to be limited by the availability of nesting cavities.
A purple martin nest box is located near the north end of Lake Sammamish, about 650 feet from
thetrail. The WDFW records indicate that active nests have been found in this box, aswell asin
a cavity in nearby remnant pilings from an old cedar mill (WDFW, 1999a).

Great BlueHeron. The great blue heron is associated with both fresh and saltwater
wetlands, seashores, rivers, swamps, marshes, and ditches (WDFW, 1999b). This species feeds
on aguatic and marine animals in shallow waters and occasionally preys upon mice and voles
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(Calambokidis et al., 1985; Butler, 1995). Nests of these colonial breeders are usually
constructed in the tallest trees available at a given site (WDFW, 1999b). Great blue herons are
frequently sighted in wetlands adjacent to the trail and two rookeries are located near the trail
(Eychaner, 1999; WDFW, 1999a). One rookery is south of Lake Sammamish at Lake
Sammamish State Park, about 1,320 feet west of the trail. The other rookery is near the
Sammamish River, about 4,000 feet (0.75 mile) from the northern terminus of the trail.

Pileated Woodpecker. The pileated woodpecker is generally associated with older
forests that have large trees, snags, and coarse woody debris (Aubry and Raley, 1993; Nelson,
1988). This speciesis a primary cavity nester and uses large live trees and snags for nesting and
feeding (Bull, 1987; Nelson, 1988). A pileated woodpecker call was heard near Sulphur Point
during site visits to the project areain spring 1999, and one was observed in Wetland 29C during
adgtevisitin January 2000. Arearesidents also report seeing pileated woodpeckersin the
vicinity of the proposed trail (Eychaner, 1999).

Red-tailed Hawk. The red-tailed hawk is primarily associated with forest and woodland
edges (Shuford, 1993). Nests are usually in large trees within open woods or small woodlots that
provide good views of surrounding areas (Shuford, 1993; WDFW, 1993b). Unobstructed access
to the nest and isolation from disturbance are generally important nest site characteristics as well.
However, active nests have been documented in areas with a high degree of disturbance, such as
along the Interstate 5 corridor (Smith et a., 1997). Open fields and grasslands with suitable
foraging perches, serve as hunting areas, and main prey items are small mammals, birds, and
snakes (Shuford, 1993; WDFW, 1993b; Preston and Beane, 1993). In the urban environments of
Puget Sound, garter snakes appear to be the primary prey of these hawks (Thompson, personal
communication, 2000). During field visitsin spring 1999 and January 2000, red-tailed hawks
were observed in the vicinity of the grassy wetland (Wetland 4A through E) in Lake Sammamish
State Park and in the northern part of the forested wetland (Wetland 34A through D) in
Marymoor Park. In addition, araptor nest, likely a red-tailed hawk nest, was located in this
wetland during January 2000. The nest is about 630 feet from the proposed trail and is within
line-of-sight of the trail when the deciduous trees are not leafed out. Downy feathers and
droppings below the nest tree indicate that the nest site was active in 1999. In spring 2000, bald
eagles used this nest site.

Fish
Following is a discussion of known fish resources in these nine streams.

George Davis Creek

|dentified as a salmonid bearing stream, no current information on salmonid usage is provided
for George Davis Creek (No. 0144) by the resource agencies, although it is believed to support
coho salmon (rearing), cutthroat trout (spawning and rearing), and rainbow trout (spawning and
rearing) (Williams et a., 1975; King County, 1990b). The creek is 3.46 milesin length, with
only 0.4 mile accessible by anadromous fish (King County, 1990b). A segment of the creek
below the proposed Interim Use Trail has been piped beneath a house, which also acts as a
barrier to fish passage (Ecology, 1994). At one time this stream likely supported coho, kokanee
and/or sockeye salmon in the lower reaches prior to the creation of fish barriers near the mouth.
Sedimentation in the lower reaches and the stream culvert under the residence limit the amount
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of usable sailmonid habitat in the lower 0.40 mile. Above the project corridor, the stream
encounters a culvert under East Lake Sammamish Parkway which also creates a barrier to
salmonid migration, and a second culvert barrier at rivermile (RM) 0.81 (King County, 1990b).
Upstream of the project corridor, between RMs 0.2 and 0.8, the stream channel contains
sufficient amounts of large woody debris and habitat conditions that are generally favorable for
salmonids (Ecology, 1994).

Zaccuse Creek

Identified as a salmonid bearing stream, no specific information on salmonid usage is provided
for Zaccuse Creek (No. 0145A) by the resource agencies, although it is believed to support coho
salmon (rearing) and cutthroat trout (Spawning and rearing). The creek is 1.18 miles in length,
with only 0.05 mile accessible by anadromous fish (King County, 1990b). Thereis a culvert
barrier at East Lake Sammamish Parkway (King County, 1990b). At one time this stream may
have supported coho, kokanee and/or sockeye salmon in the lower reaches prior to the creation
of fish barrier(s) near the mouth. The creek flows under the railbed in a 36-inch concrete culvert,
which isin good condition. Field personnel did not observe sediment in the culvert or blockage
downstream of the trail. The culvert beneath the project corridor at this creek may act as afish
barrier due to excessive water velocities caused by an oversteepened streambed slope at its inlet,
internal steepness and lack of coarseness of the culvert bottom, and a constricting effect of the
culvert during fall/winter flows (White, 1999).

Ebright Creek

Ebright Creek (No. 0149) is known to support coho (spawning and rearing), kokanee, and
sockeye salmon (spawning) in the lower reaches below a fish barrier, and cutthroat trout
(spawning and rearing) and rainbow trout (spawning and rearing) throughout the creek (King
County, 1990b). The creek is 2.65 miles in length, with 0.45 mile accessible by anadromous fish
(King County, 1990b). A small dam blocks passage at RM 0.45. Below the barrier, the creek
possesses characteristics that favor coho salmon spawning and rearing, and sockeye and kokanee
salmon spawning (King County, 1990b). Further upstream, the gradient at times approaches five
percent through the ravines, forming tiered or staircase features that result in patch gravel and
small volume pools that are favored by trout (King County, 1990b). Upstream from East Lake
Sammamish Parkway, the creek was identified as having an erosion problem upstream to the
impassible barrier at RM 0.45 (Ecology, 1994). Bed and bank erosion in the upper and middle
reaches of Ebright Creek result in sedimentation of lower reach salmonid spawning and rearing
habitat and of culverts under East L ake Sammamish Parkway (Ecology, 1994). Field
observations indicated that, at the railbed, the creek flows through two 36-inch concrete culverts,
both of which are in good condition and unblocked (Parametrix, 1999).

Pine Lake Creek

Records indicate Pine Lake Creek (No. 0152) is a 2.84-mile-long creek that supports coho
salmon (spawning and rearing), sockeye salmon (spawning), and kokanee salmon (spawning) in
the 0.60-mile accessible lower reach of Pine Lake Creek below an artificia fish barrier
approximately 0.75 mile upstream. The 1.80-mile accessible lower reach of Kanim Creek (No.
0153) also contains spawners (Williams et al., 1975; King County, 1990b). Resident cutthroat
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trout (spawning and rearing) and rainbow trout (spawning and rearing) are reportedly found
throughout the creek to its headwaters, with resident-only fish present above RM 1.80 (King
County, 1990b). Excellent riffle/pool habitat remains, especially where the creek descends from
the plateau to Lake Sammamish. At the railbed the creek is diverted under the railroad ballast
through two 36-inch concrete culverts. One of the culvertsis partially filled with gravel at the
upstream opening.

Unnamed Stream No. 0163

|dentified as a salmonid bearing stream, no current information on salmonid usage is provided
for this unnamed stream by the resource agencies, athough it is believed to be suitable for coho
salmon (rearing), cutthroat trout (Spawning and rearing) and rainbow trout (rearing) (King
County, 1990b). This stream is 0.70 mile in length with only 0.10 mile accessible to non-
resident fish (King County, 1990b). There are impassable barriers at East Lake Sammamish
Parkway and approximately 400 yards upstream from the road. At one time this stream likely
supported kokanee and/or sockeye salmon in the lower reaches prior to the creation of the fish
barrier(s) near the mouth. Stream No. 0163 passes through the railbed in a single 24-inch clay
culvert, which isin fair condition, athough partially blocked (6 to 8 inches) with sediment at the
outlet. The stream passes through a 36-inch concrete culvert, which is broken on the east end.
Theinlet is heavily vegetated and water flow may be blocked. The outlet is partially blocked
with sediment. Above the project corridor, the stream is placed in a culvert under East Lake
Sammamish Parkway, which creates a barrier to salmonid migration (King County, 1990b).

Laughing Jacobs Creek

Available information indicates Laughing Jacobs Creek (No. 0166) supports coho, sockeye, and
kokanee salmon, and cutthroat trout in the lower reach (which includes the railbed crossing at
mile 0.5), and cutthroat trout throughout most of its length (King County, 1990b). A natura fish
barrier exists approximately one mile upstream from Lake Sammamish. The existing stream
crossing on the project corridor consists of a low-rise wooden span supported by wood pilings
set along both sides of the stream channel with additional supports placed in the middle of the
channel. The bridge appears to be in good condition and would not likely require extensive
retrofitting for trail use. Just upstream from the crossing, Laughing Jacobs Creek flows
underneath East Lake Sammamish Parkway SE through two open-bottom culverts.

Many Springs Creek

Although identified as a salmonid bearing stream, no current information on salmonid usage is
provided for Many Springs Creek by the resource agencies, although it is believed to be used by
coho salmon (rearing) and cutthroat trout (spawning and rearing) (King County, 1990b). The
main stem of the creek (No. 0164A) is 0.86 mile in length, with only 0.27 mile accessible to non-
resident fish. A waterfall at RM 0.27 blocks all upstream passage on this tributary. Thereisa
tributary (No. 0164B) which provides 0.38 mile of habitat to resident fish only (King County,
1990b). At onetime this stream likely supported kokanee and/or sockeye salmon in the lower
reaches. The creek flows beneath the proposed trail corridor in a 24-inch CMP which isin good
condition. However, the culvert is partially blocked (6 to 10 inches) with sediment.
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North Fork Issaguah Creek

Coho, fall chinook, sockeye, and kokanee salmon, and cutthroat trout use the lower reach of
North Fork Issaquah Creek (No. 0181), which includes the project corridor crossing. A short
distance downstream, North Fork Issaquah Creek flows into Issaguah Creek which supports the
largest numbers of salmon in the Lake Sammamish drainage. The existing stream crossing
consists of a low-rise wooden span supported by wood pilings set along both sides of the stream
channel. The design does not appear to impede fish passage. The bridge appears to be in good
condition and would not likely require extensive retrofitting.

Non Fish-Bearing and Unknown Fish Use Streams

Approximately 52 small, mostly intermittent waterways pass beneath the railbed. Most convey
water into or out of wetlands. Some may offer habitat suitable for fish but have not been
adequately surveyed, particularly below the rail grade, primarily due to access impediments.
Others carry seasonal runoff, or flow only during periods of heavy rainfall. Fish species likely to
be present in afew of these streams include cutthroat trout, threespine stickleback, speckled
dace, sculpins, or brook lamprey, depending on site-specific habitat conditions. Many of the
smaller waterways offer habitat for amphibians, and a wide variety of invertebrates. They are
important components of the wetland environments found along the rail route, providing habitat
and food for awide variety of wildlife.

Regulatory Environment
Various federa, state, county, and city regulations that address the protection of fish in the
project area were listed above in Table D-1. In most cases, city and county regulations reflect
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) recommendations.

Threatened and Endangered Fish Species

Species with Federal Status

Recently, public attention has focused on the listing of some Puget Sound salmonid stocks as
threatened or endangered under the federa Endangered Species Act (ESA). Threatened and
endangered fish that could be affected by the project include chinook salmon and bull trout.
Other fish species with federal status that occur within the project area vicinity include coho
salmon, which are a candidate for listing, and Pacific and river lamprey, which are federal
species of concern. These species are described in further detail below.

Chinook Salmon. Chinook salmon in Puget Sound, including the project area vicinity,
were listed as threatened in March 1999 (NMFS, 1999). Chinook salmon stocks are generaly
described according to the season that they return to fresh water as mature adults. Although three
distinct run-times, spring, summer, and summer/fall, are frequently described in the literature,
only summer/fall stocks occur within the project areavicinity (WDF et a., 1993). Chinook
salmon are known to occur within Lake Sammamish. Their current use of North Fork Issaquah
Creek is problematic. Summer/fall chinook salmon migrate into fresh water in August and
September (Wydoski and Whitney, 1979). Spawning beginsin late September and peaksin
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October, similar to other chinook salmon stocks in south Puget Sound (WDF et al., 1993).
Following spawning, chinook salmon eggs hatch in about two months, though the amount of
time required for incubation depends primarily upon water temperatures (Wydoski and Whitney,
1979; Healey, 1991).

Juvenile chinook salmon typically rear in fresh water for a couple months and migrate
downstream in the spring; however, in lake systems such as Lake Sammamish, some individuals
may rear in fresh water for longer periods (Wydoski and Whitney, 1979). Studiesin Lake
Washington suggest that most juvenile chinook are typically found in the littoral zone during
early February to early June (Muckleshoot Indian Tribe Fisheries Department (MITFD) et al.,
1999). MITFD (1999) found the greatest catches of chinook occurred during June. The majority
of the diet of juvenile chinook salmon while in fresh water consists of invertebrates. Chinook
salmon generally feed on insects in the water column or drifting at the surface (Healey, 1991).
Chinook probably consume chironomids and other aquatic and terrestrial insects, especialy in
areas where riparian vegetation is adjacent to the lake shoreline. Habitat characteristics
important to chinook salmon include large accumulations of gravel for spawning, and estuarine
habitats for marine growth and survival. In addition, stable stream flows are required for egg
incubation that occurs throughout the winter and into March (Hea ey, 1991).

Coho Salmon. Coho salmon have been a candidate for listing in Puget Sound since 1995
(NMFS, 1995). Coho salmon occur in Lake Sammamish, and nine of the project area streams.
Coho salmon rear in fresh water for approximately 18 months and outmigrate to estuaries during
spring freshets, typically from April through June. Smolts mature in the marine environment for
another 18 months before returning to spawn as 3-year-old adults. Adult coho salmon of Lake
Sammamish stocks enter fresh water from mid-September to mid-November and spawn from
late October through late February (WDF et al., 1993). Freshwater habitat requirements of adult
coho salmon includes access to spawning areas. Adults spawn in avariety of habitats and use
substrates from fine gravel to rubble in waters less than 3 feet deep.

Shortly after emergence and a brief period of schooling behavior, coho fry become very
territorial and typically maintain distinct feeding territories during daylight hours (Sandercock,
1991). Some coho may remain in the same tributary for a full year before they migrate
downstream. Stream habitats required by juvenile coho salmon include pools and side channels
for rearing. Access to deep pools and cover in the form of large woody debris or undercut banks
increases overwinter survival of coho salmon rearing in streams. Others may migrate
downstream to larger streams or possibly to a lake to continue rearing.

Bull Trout. Bull trout were listed as threatened in the coterminous United States in
December 1999 (USFWS, 1999). Bull trout exhibit multiple migratory strategies, commonly
occupy patchy distributions, and are associated with cool water and complex habitats. Bull trout
spawn from August through November, depending on location, and embryos incubate
throughout the winter. Emergence occurs from early April through May, and fry are bottom
dwellers that occupy interstitial spaces of the streambed (Brown, 1994). Resident forms of bull
trout spend their entire lives in fresh water, while anadromous forms live in tributary streams for
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2 or 3 years before migrating to estuaries as smolts. Char? are generally longer-lived than
salmon, and bull trout up to 12 years old have been identified in Washington (Brown, 1994).

Bull trout were historically distributed throughout the central Puget Sound region, including a
portion of the current Lake Washington basin (Goetz, 1994). No spawning populations are
known to occur in Lake Sammamish or its tributaries (WDFW, 1998; USFWS, 1998c).
However, B. Fuerstenburg (personal communication in USFWS, 1998c¢) believes he observed
two native char in Issaquah Creek in 1993, and there have been a few reports of native char in
the Lake Washington basin (USFWS, 1998c). Severd large char (approximately 410 mm long)
have been observed passing through the viewing chamber at the Chittenden Locks, but in atwo-
year creel survey of Lake Washington in 1981 to 83 only one was identified from the sport
fishery (Bradbury and Pfeifer, 1992; USFWS, 1998c). The lack of evidence of spawning
populations in the Lake Washington/L ake Sammamish basins suggests that these fish may have
originated in other basins and perhaps were foraging in the basin.  Although their exact
distribution in the Lake Washington/Lake Sammamish Basin is uncertain, they appear to have an
irregular presence in the lower Lake Washington/Lake Sammamish basin, in minor numbers,

River Lamprey. River lamprey are afedera species of concern. These fish are
anadromous and parasitic in both fresh and marine waters. Little is known about the fresh water
life of river lamprey. River lamprey spawning occurs in the spring (late April through May).
When the young (ammocoetes) hatch, they bury themselves in mud and sand where they remain
for an unknown period (Wydoski and Whitney, 1979; Scott and Crossman, 1998). The affected
stream environment for river lamprey is the same as described above for chinook salmon. River
lampreys have been identified in Lake Sammamish adjacent to the project area (WDFW file
records, Mill Creek).

Pacific Lamprey. Pacific lamprey isalso afederal species of concern. Similar to river
lamprey, Pacific lamprey are anadromous and parasitic while in marine waters; very little is
known about the fresh water life of these fish. Pacific lamprey spawning occurs in spring or
summer (May through September, depending on latitude), and ammocoetes rear in fresh water
up to six years before migrating to the Pacific Ocean (Wydoski and Whitney, 1979; Scott and
Crossman, 1998). Pacific lamprey may occur in the project area vicinity; however, no
population specific information is available within the Lake Washington/Lake Sammamish
basin. Pacific lamprey are seen in arearivers and larger tributaries in May or June (WDFW file
records, Mill Creek).

Priority Fish Species

Priority fish species include all state endangered, threatened, sensitive, and candidate species,
and species of recreational, commercial, or tribal importance that are considered vulnerable. Al
fish species with state candidate status that occur in the project area vicinity also hold a federa
designation and were discussed in the preceding paragraphs. No state sensitive, threatened or

2 For purposes of fisheries management, the WDFW does not differentiate between Dolly Varden and bull trout and,
where necessary for the purposes of ESA, considers the State’ s native char populations to be predominantly bull
trout.
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endangered fish species occur within the project area. Other fish species that are designated as
Priority Species (WDFW, 2000) may occur within the project area vicinity. These include:
chum, sockeye, and kokanee salmon, rainbow/steelhead trout, coastal cutthroat trout, white
sturgeon, largemouth bass, smallmouth bass, and longfin smelt. These species are briefly
discussed in the following paragraphs.

K okanee (sockeye) Salmon. Sockeye and kokanee salmon are the anadromous and
freshwater-resident forms of the species O. nerka, respectively. Kokanee and sockeye salmon
co-occur in Ebright, Pine Lake, Laughing Jacobs, and North Fork Issaguah creeks. Kokanee and
sockeye spawn timing overlapsin all of these creeks (Sympatric populations).

K okanee are native to the Lake Washington / Lake Sammamish basin (Seeb and Wishard, 1977;
Wishard, 1980; Hendry, 1995; King County, 2000b). In Lake Sammamish they mature primarily
at four years of age (range three to five). At least two races occur in Lake Sammamish, based on
spawn timing: early run, and late run. Early run fish currently spawn predominantly in Issaguah
Creek from late July to early September. Late run fish spawn from late September or early
October through December. There is a distinct temporal separation between these two racesin
Issaquah Creek. After approximately 3.5 months of intragravel incubation, newly emerged fry
migrate directly to Lake Sammamish for rearing until sexually mature.

Late entry kokanee currently utilize Ebright, Pine Lake, and Laughing Jacobs Creeks. Prior to
development of the railbed along Lake Sammamish, many of the lake's east bank tributaries
supported kokanee spawners (King County, 2000Db).

An extreme reduction in abundance of the early entry race has prompted a petition to the
USFWS for an emergency listing of the stock for protection under the Endangered Species Act
(Save Lake Sammamish et a., 2000). Asof April 24, 2000, the USFWS had not published an
announcement in the Federal Register asto whether the petitioned action may be warranted.

Chum Salmon. No known reproducing populations of chum salmon occur within the
project area vicinity. Small numbers of chum salmon are typically seen in mid-winter ascending
the Chittenden Locks fishway at the west end of the Lake Washington Ship Canal. Their
ultimate fate within the basin is unknown.

Rainbow Trout (Steelhead). Rainbow trout are the resident form of O. mykiss, while
the anadromous form is referred to as steelhead. This speciesis sought by recreational fishers
and is designated as a Priority Species (WDFW, 2000). Rainbow trout spawn and rear in Big
Bear, George Davis, Ebright, Pine Lake, and Laughing Jacobs creeks. Rainbow trout are also
found in many smaller drainages including streams 0153, 0163, and 0166A.

Coadtal Cutthroat Trout. Coastal cutthroat trout have multiple life history forms,
including resident, adfluvial, and anadromous. This speciesis sought by recreational fishers and
is designated as a Priority Species (WDFW, 2000). Cutthroat trout spawn and rear in at least
nine streamsin the project areavicinity. Information on the status of Lake Washington/Lake
Sammamish populationsis lacking. However in arecent review of their coastwide status, NMFS
declared the Puget Sound ESU not warranted for listing (NMFS, 1999). Indirect indices of their
abundance in the two-lake system indicate a healthy, and possibly expanding population (Pfeifer,
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1992; WDFW file data, Mill Creek). These fish are spring spawners and once they reach
maturity will spawn annually thereafter.

White Sturgeon. White sturgeon are food fish and as aresult are designated as a Priority
Species (WDFW, 2000). White sturgeon are anadromous, and are the largest fish in the fresh
waters of North America. These fish can grow to 20 feet long (Wydoski and Whitney, 1979).
White sturgeon are a native species, but are probably rare in the project area vicinity. Very
infrequent catches of large sturgeon in tribal gill nets in north Lake Washington in the 1970s
were thought to reflect incidental captures of rare individuals that were “trapped” in Lake
Washington at the time the lake was lowered. A breeding population in the Lake Washington
system has not been verified.

Largemouth Bass. Largemouth bass are a non-native fish, which are important to the
recreational fishery. Consequently they are a Priority Species (WDFW, 2000). The species was
introduced to Washington by the U.S. Bureau of Fisheries in the 1890s (Wydoski and Whitney,
1979). Largemouth bassin Lake Washington mature at about age three, and spawn from mid-
May until the end of June. While potentially present near the mouths of any of the streams
crossed by the project corridor, most largemouth bass in Lake Sammamish are located near the
lake' s north and south ends (Pflug, 1981).

Smallmouth Bass. Smallmouth bass are also non-native, but are designated a Priority
species because they are important to the recreational fishery (WDFW, 2000). This speciesis far
more abundant in the Lake Washington/L ake Sammamish basin than largemouth bass.
Smallmouth bass prefer rocky substrates, mature at age 3 or 4, and spawn in the spring months.
They spawn and rear along much of the Lake Sammamish shoreline paralleled by the project
corridor (Pflug, 1981).

Longfin Smelt. Longfin smelt are a native fish that exhibit anadromy but populationsin
Lake Washington complete their life cycle in fresh water. The species has been given a Priority
Species designation (WDFW, 2000). These fish occupy the limnetic zone, and are typically
found at night in water 36 to 72 feet below the surface from July to December. During the day
adult longfin smelt move to depths 60 to 120 feet below the surface. Longfin smelt are short-
lived spring spawners, and rarely live to age 3. While exceedingly abundant in Lake
Washington, their status in Lake Sammamish is poorly understood.
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APPENDIX E
TRANSPORTATION
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TRANSPORTATION
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Study Area

The proposed East Lake Sammamish Interim Use Trail is located on the railbed within the East
Lake Sammamish railroad right-of-way, which is referred to as the corridor west of, and parallel
to, East Lake Sammamish Parkway NE/SE. Public streets crossing the proposed Interim Use
Trail include NE 65th Street in the City of Redmond; SE 33rd Street and 206th Ave SE in the
City of Sammamish; and the Lake Sammamish State Park Entrance, SE 51st Street, SE 56th
Street, SE 62nd Street, and Gilman Boulevard in the City of I1ssaquah and unincorporated King
County. Public accessto the railbed is provided at these public street crossings. State Route
(SR) 520, Interstate-90 (1-90), Inglewood Hill Road, Louis Thompson Road, East Lake
Sammamish Place, and SE 43rd Way are other key roadways in the study area. The entire East
Lake Sammamish Interim Use Trail study area, including major roadways, is shown in Figure
1-1.

Three public parks, two developed and one undevel oped, are located adjacent to the proposed
East Lake Sammamish Interim Use Trail. Marymoor Park, a King County regiona park, is
located at the north end of the trail and bounded by East Lake Sammamish Parkway NE, West
L ake Sammamish Parkway NE, and SR-520. Marymoor Park provides a range of public
recreation services and has parking and restrooms. Lake Sammamish State Park, located near
the south end of the trail, is bounded by East Lake Sammamish Parkway NE, NW Sammamish
Road/SE 56th Street, and Lake Sammamish. Lake Sammamish State Park provides a smaller
range of public recreation services compared to Marymoor Park, and also has parking and
restrooms. The City of Redmond has purchased waterfront property approximately 0.87 mile
south of NE 65th Street for a future park. An additional 1,500 lineal feet of waterfront adjacent
to the City of Redmond'’ s parcel was donated to the City of Sammamish in October 2001. No
specific development plans for these parks are available at this time.

Existing Roadway Characteristics

The key roadways in the study area, listed above and shown in Figures 2-1, 2-2, 2-3, 2-4, 2-5, 2-
6, 2-7, 2-8, 2-9, and 2-10, or Figures 3-A, 3-B, 3-C, 3-D, 3-E, 3-F, 3-G, 3-H, 3-I, and 3-J (Site
Assessment Maps at end of Chapter 3), are described in this section. Existing roadway
characteristics are also summarized in Table E-1. Roadway classifications and volumes were
obtained from the City of Redmond, King County (for roadways in the City of Sammamish), and
the City of Issaquah.

SR-520 is an east-west freeway linking 1-5 in Seattle to SR-202 in Redmond. In the project
vicinity, SR-520 consists of four general-purpose lanes and has a speed limit of 60 mph. East
Lake Sammamish Interim Use Trail not extend as far north as the SR-520/SR-202 interchange
eastbound off-ramp.
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SR-202 (Redmond-Fall City Road) is a four-lane highway connecting SR-520 in the City of
Redmond with SR-203 in Fall City. SR-202 has a speed limit of 45 mph. The Interim Use Trall
would be located just west of, and paralel to, SR-202 from NE 70th Street to East Lake
Sammamish Parkway NE.

[-90 is the mgjor east-west freeway for the northern United States. In the project vicinity, [-90
consists of six genera-purpose lanes and has a speed limit of 60 mph. The interchanges nearest
to the proposed trail are Exit 17 (Front Street) and Exit 15 (SR-900). 1-90 passes over the railbed
just west of Exit 17.

East Lake Sammamish Parkway is a north-south principal arterial connecting the cities of
Redmond and Issaguah, and providing access to both SR-520 and 1-90. North of approximately
212th Way, East Lake Sammamish Parkway consists of two travel lanes, shoulders on both sides
of the roadway, and a speed limit of 35 mph. South of 212th Way, the roadway widens to four
lanes. Between SE 43rd Way and 1-90, the number of lanes varies between two and five, the
speed limit varies between 25 and 40 mph, and sidewalks exist near some intersections. The
Interim Use Trail would parallel East Lake Sammamish Parkway from SR-202 to [-90.

NE 70th Street is atwo-lane street |ocated west of SR-202 (Redmond-Fall City Road). NE 70th
Street has a speed limit of 25 mph. The NE 70th Street/East Lake Sammamish Parkway
intersection is signal-controlled. The Interim Use Trail would terminate on the south side of NE
70th Street just west of East Lake Sammamish Parkway.

NE 65th Street, located west of East Lake Sammamish Parkway, is a two-lane roadway with a
speed limit of 25 mph. The NE 65th Street/East Lake Sammamish Parkway intersection is signal

controlled. The Interim Use Trail would intersect with NE 65th Street just west of East Lake
Sammamish Parkway.

Inglewood Hill Road is atwo-lane arterial located east of East Lake Sammamish Parkway, with
aspeed limit of 35 mph. The Inglewood Hill Road/East Lake Sammamish Parkway intersection

is signal-controlled. Inglewood Hill Road terminates at this intersection, and therefore does not
intersect with the railbed located just west of East Lake Sammamish Parkway.

Louis Thompson Road is a two-lane arterial connecting East Lake Sammamish Parkway with
212th Way and has a speed limit of 35 mph. Louis Thompson Road terminates where it

intersects with East Lake Sammamish Parkway, and therefore does not cross the railbed located
just west of East Lake Sammamish Parkway.

East Lake Sammamish Placeis an unstriped two-lane local access street serving residential uses
west of East Lake Sammamish Parkway. The speed limit is posted at 25 mph, and intermittent
shoulders and limited sidewalks exist. On-street parking occurs on some portions of this street.

SE 33rd Street is atwo-lane residential street with no striping, shoulders, or sidewalks. SE 33rd
Street intersects with the railbed, just west of East Lake Sammamish Parkway. The posted speed
limit is 25 mph.

212th Way SE is atwo-lane arterial connecting East Lake Sammamish Parkway SE (at a
signalized intersection) to Louis Thompson Road. 212th Way SE terminates where it intersects
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with East Lake Sammamish Parkway, and therefore does not intersect with the railbed located
just west of East Lake Sammamish Parkway. The posted speed limit is 25 mph and no shoulders
or sidewalks exist along the roadway.

SE 43rd Street is athree-lane arterial (two lanes eastbound, one lane westbound) with shoulders
on the north side and a posted speed limit of 40 mph. SE 43rd Street connects to East Lake
Sammamish Parkway at a signalized intersection and continues east to 228th Avenue SE.
Because SE 43rd does not continue west of East Lake Sammamish Parkway, no intersection
would exist with the Interim Use Trail (located just west of East Lake Sammamish Parkway).

NW Sammamish Road and SE 56th Street are functionally the same road, although the name
changes at the East Lake Sammamish Parkway intersection. NW Sammamish Road, which
connects East Lake Sammamish Parkway to West Lake Sammamish Parkway, is a four-lane
arterial with a speed limit of 35 mph. SE 56th Street, which connects East L ake Sammamish
Parkway to 230th Avenue SE, is a three-lane roadway with a posted speed limit of 25 mph. The
Interim Use Trail would intersect with NW Sammamish Road just west of East Lake
Sammamish Parkway.

SE 62nd Street is atwo-lane local street with a speed limit of 25 mph. SE 62nd Street crosses
East Lake Sammamish Parkway and the railbed.

Gilman Boulevard, located south of 1-90 in the City of Issaquah, is afour-lane roadway with a
speed limit of 35 mph. The southern terminus for the Interim Use Trail would be located at
Gilman Boulevard.

Traffic Volumes

Average daily traffic (ADT) volumes from 1998 were obtained from the City of Redmond, the
City of Issaguah, and King County for the study area roadways. These traffic volumes are
shown in Table E-1. Most arterial roadways in the study area are operating at or near capacity.
Average daily traffic volumes range from 9,200 vehicles per day (vpd) south of Louis Thompson
Road to 31,800 vpd north of SE 56th Street. During peak hours, many intersections at the
northern- and southern-most segments of East Lake Sammamish Parkway (near 1-90 and SR-
520) are operating at or near capacity.

Transit

At the southern end of the corridor, King County Metro transit routes 200, 215, and 269 stop
adjacent to SE 56th Street, all within 200 feet of the railbed. At the northern end, routes 269 and
922 stop on SR-202 less than 0.25 mile from the railbed. Routes 200, 209, 214, and 215 stop on
Gilman Boulevard in Issaguah. Route 269 is the only bus route servicing East Lake Sammamish
Parkway within the study area, and makes only one stop in both directions at the SE 56th
Street/East Lake Sammamish Parkway SE intersection.
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Table E-1. Existing Roadway Characteristics
Roadway/Section Lanes Classification ADT? Speed Limit Sidewalks/Shoulders
SR-520 before SR-202 ramps 4 State route 55,000 60 mph shoulder both sides
SR-202 (Redmond-Fall City Road) Near SR-520 4 State route na 45 mph shoulder both sides
1-90 west of Exit 17 ramps 6 Interstate 36,865 60 mph shoulder both sides
East Lake Sammamish Parkway 2 principal arteria 251040 mph shoulder both sides
North of NE 70th Street 2 principal arterial na 35 mph shoulder both sides
South of NE 70th Street (north of 180th NE) 2 principal arterial 18,800 35 mph shoulder both sides
North of NE 65th Street 2 principal arteria na 35 mph shoulder both sides
South of NE 65th Street 2 principal arterial 18,000 35 mph shoulder both sides
North of Inglewood Hill Road 2 principal arterial 14,800 35 mph shoulder both sides
South of Inglewood Hill Road 2 principal arteria 10,200 35 mph shoulder both sides
North of Louis Thompson Road 2 principal arterial 11,100 35 mph shoulder both sides
South of Louis Thompson Road 2 principal arteria 9,200 35 mph shoulder both sides
South of East Lake Sammamish Place 2 principal arteria na 35 mph shoulder both sides
South of SE 33rd Street 2 principal arterial na 35 mph shoulder both sides
North of SE 43rd Street 2 principal arteria 15,300 251040 mph shoulder both sides
South of SE 43rd Street 4to05 principal arterial 30,300 251040 mph sidewalk both sides
North of SE 56th Street 4t05 principal arterial 31,800 25t0 40 mph sidewalk both sides
South of SE 56th Street 2to3 principal arteria 18,900 251040 mph shoulder both sides’
North of Gilman Boulevard 2to5 principal arterial 17,600 25t0 40 mph sidewalk both sides
South of Gilman Boulevard 2to4 principal arterial 11,700 251040 mph sidewak both sides
NE 70th Street west of East L ake Sammamish Parkway 2 local 5,900 25 mph sidewalk south side
NE 65th Street west of East Lake Sammamish Parkway 2 local 5,900 25 mph sidewalk both sides
Inglewood Hill Road east of East Lake Sammamish Parkway 2 arterial 8,300 35 mph shoulder both sides
Louis Thompson Road east of East Lake Sammamish Parkway 2 arteria 3,050 35 mph shoulder both sides
East Lake Sammamish Place 2 arteria na 25 mph no sidewalk or shoulder
SE 33rd Street 2 residential na 25 mph no sidewalk or shoulder
212th Way SE northeast of East Lake Sammamish Parkway 2 arterial 4,200 25 mph no sidewalk or shoulder
SE 43rd Way east of East Lake Sammamish Parkway 3 arterial 14,900 40 mph shoulder north side
SE 56th Street west of East Lake Sammamish Parkway 3to6 arteria 29,100 251040 mph sidewak both sides
SE 56th Street east of East Lake Sammamish Parkway 3 arteria 5,500 251040 mph sidewak both sides
SE 62nd Street 2 local na 25 mph no sidewalk or shoulder
Gilman Boulevard west of East Lake Sammamish Parkway 4 minor arterial 11,200 35 mph sidewak both sides
Gilman Boulevard east of East Lake Sammamish Parkway 4 minor arterial 2,500 35 mph sidewalk south side

IADT Average Daily Traffic 2na Not Applicable® Sidewalks exist at someintersectionsin this segment
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Non-Motorized Facilities

Roadway shoulders ranging from 5 to 8 feet wide exist on both sides of East Lake Sammamish
Parkway. These shoulders are used for bicycle and pedestrian travel, as well as parking in some
areas. Sidewalks are provided for pedestrians only between SE 43rd Way and NW Sammamish
Road/SE 56th Street, and north and south of the Gilman Boulevard/East Lake Sammamish
Parkway intersection. Other than the on-street bicycle lane on SE 56th, no additional marked
pedestrian or bicycle facilities are provided along roadways in the study area.

An existing pedestrian soft-surface trail connection exists between the railbed and Marymoor
Park’ s east entrance on the north side of NE 65th Street. Pickering Trail is an 8 foot-wide
asphalt trail extending from the multiple-use trail paralleling SE 56th Street to the railbed south
of the foot bridge over Issaquah Creek.

Vehicle Access

Vehicle access to the railbed is prohibited. In some residential areas, vehicles were observed to
be parked in the railbed, particularly in areas where boundaries between the railbed and
residential access driveways are not clearly delineated.

Parking

Existing public parking in the study areais available at Marymoor Park, Lake Sammamish State
Park, along NE 65th Street and on the roadway shoulder along the East L ake Sammamish
Parkway. If necessary, a shared parking facility for trail users may be available at an existing
office park on SE 51st Street or at the I ssaquah District Court located on 220th Avenue SE (north
of SE 56th Street).

Marymoor Park has 641 paved parking spaces and 1,351 unpaved parking spaces available year-
round. Except during the winter months, the Park also contains 600 additional spaces. Peak
usage for these parking lots occurs during the spring/summer season on weekend days. Some
parking is available year-round. However, during summer special events such as the annual
Heritage Festival and WOMAD music festival, fees may be charged for parking.

Lake Sammamish State Park has approximately 2,300 regular parking spaces near the
picnic/swimming area available for trail users, and 250 boat/trailer parking spaces for boat/trailer
use only. The boat/trailer parking areais frequently at capacity on spring/summer weekend days.

Thirty-four parking spaces are available along NE 65th Street. Parking is permitted only on the
south side of the street, on-street parking is also available on both sides of NE 70th Street.
Shoulder parking is permitted on both sides of East L ake Sammamish Parkway NE/SE from NE
65th Street to SE 43rd Street, but increased parking along the parkway would create additional
safety hazards and invite use of private roads to access the trail.

The parking lot associated with the office park, leased by Microsoft, has approximately 1,000
parking spaces. The Issaquah District Court has approximately 80 parking spaces. If a shared
parking agreement is established, these locations could provide trail users weekend use.

May 2002 Appendix E-5



East Lake Sammamish Interim Use Trail and Resour ce Protection Plan EA

Railbed Crossings

As previously mentioned, seven public roads cross the railbed. In addition, approximately 52
private driveways serving more than five private properties, and approximately 81 residential
paths are located along the railbed. The residential paths provide property owners access to East
Lake Sammamish Parkway, private residences, beaches, and parking areas.

Sight distance was examined for all roadways and private driveways crossing the trail corridor to
determine locations where vegetation or terrain obstructs a driver’s view of the railbed. Stop
signs exist at many driveway crossings of the railbed, due to poor sight distance. Of the
estimated 52 driveways and seven public roads that cross the railbed corridor, approximately 39
have sight distance deficiencies for at least one corner of the intersection. Of the estimated 43
driveways and roadways that intersect with affected areas of East Lake Sammamish Parkway
and East Lake Sammamish Place, approximately 22 have sight distance concerns. An inventory
of potential sight distance concerns at these driveway and roadway crossing locations can be
found in the Trail Intersections Appendix (King County, FEIS, 2000a). Sight distance
limitations located at many driveways along East Lake Sammamish Parkway are documented in
the East Lake Sammamish Parkway Design Assessment Report (Parsons Brinckerhoff, 1998).

Existing Accidents

Accident records for East Lake Sammamish Parkway were reviewed for the most recent five-
year period available in each jurisdiction, with the exception of 1ssaquah, where only the last
three years were available. Accident records for East Lake Sammamish Parkway were analyzed
for the entire length of the proposed Interim Use Trail because trail users may cross the Parkway
in several places to access the trail, including the portion of trail proposed for the Bypass
Alternative. Accident records include vehicle, pedestrian, and bicycle accidents. In the City of
Redmond, accident records were available for the period between September 1, 1994, and
August 31, 1998. King County provided information for the areain the recently incorporated
City of Sammamish, as well as unincorporated King County, for the years 1992 to 1996. The
City of Issaguah provided accident information for the period between October 12, 1997, and
November 11, 1999. Accident rates and accident severity (property damage only, personal
injury, fatality) were reviewed for al locations in which accident data were available. The
results of this analysis are shown in Table E-2 for the City of Redmond and Table E-3 for the
City of Sammamish. Detailed accident descriptions were not provided for the single intersection
in Issaquah.

As shown in Table E-2, the highest number of accidents in Redmond occurred at the Redmond-
Fall City Road intersection. This intersection serves the highest traffic volume in this segment of
East Lake Sammamish Parkway. Very few accidents were recorded in other areas of East Lake
Sammamish Parkway within the City of Redmond. No fatalities or accidents involving
pedestrians or bicycles were recorded in this segment.

As shown in Table E-3, the highest accident rates in Sammamish and King County were reported
at the Issaquah/Fall City Road, NE Inglewood Hill Road, and SE 56th Street intersections.
These intersections also serve the highest traffic volumes within this segment of East Lake
Sammamish Parkway. Accidentsinvolving a pedestrian or bicycle were also observed at the NE
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18th Place, SE 56th Street, and Issaquah/Fall City Road intersections,; however, only one of these
accidents was observed at each of these locations during the five-year period surveyed. No
fatalities were recorded within this segment of East Lake Sammamish Parkway between the

years 1992 and 1996.

Accidents recorded for the NW Gilman Boulevard/Front Street N intersection in Issaquah for the
period between September 12, 1997, and November 11, 1999 show three accidentsin 1997, 15
accidentsin 1998, and 18 accidents in 1999. During this time period, none of the recorded
accidents involved bicycles or pedestrians, and no fatalities were recorded for this intersection.

Table E-2. East Lake Sammamish Parkway 5-Year
Accident History in the City of Redmond.

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 EYear
Location (9/1/94- (9/1/95- (9/1/96- (9/1/97- (9/2/98- Avg
8/31/95) 8/31/96) 8/31/97) 8/31/98) 8/31/98) ’
PDO | | F | PDO | I F | PDO | | F | PDO | I F | PDO | I F
Redmond-Fall City | 15 |7 |9 |18 |5 |0 |10 |8 |08 1|08 2|0 | 154
Road Intersection
South of Redmond-
Fall City Road 0 0 0[O 001 00 |2 1]10{0O0 0[O0 ]o08
North of NE 65th
Street 2 2 0|2 11010 00 |1 oO|0]|O 0[O0 ] 16
NE 65th Street
Intersection 5 0 0 |5 21012 00 |1 0|0 |O 0[O0 ]3
South of NE 65th
Street Intersection 0 0 0|0 00 ]|2 1]1]01{0O0 oO|0|O 0[O0 |06
North of 187th
Avenue NE 1 0 0|2 00O o0 |0 oO|0]|O 0[O0 |06
187th AvenueNE
Intersection 2 0 0 |1 003 00 |1 oO|0]|O 00|14
South of 187th 0 oo o olo]o olo]o olo]o ololo
venue NE
Source; City of Redmond Traffic Engineering Department (1999)
PDO = Property damageonly | = Persond injuries F = Fatdlities
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Table E-3. East Lake Sammamish Parkway 5-Year Accident

History in the City of Sammamish and Unincorporated King County.

| o Year 1(1992) | Year 2(1993) | Year 3(1994) | Year 4(1995) | Year 5(1996) | 5vear
'on oo |1 [F|Poo 1 [F[Poo |1 [F|{Ppo |1 [F|[Ppo |1 [F|Avg
At NE 49th Place 0 1 |o]o 0]0]o0 1]0]o0 0 |o]o 0 |0 |04
At 196th Avenue NE 1 3 oo 1]0]o0 102 0 |03 7 |0 |36
At E. Lake Sammamish
Shore L e e 1 o |of1 ololo ololo o |o]o o |o|oa4
At NE 33rd Place 2 1 |o |1 1]0]o0 0/0]o0 0 |o0]o 0 |01
At NE 30th Court 1 1 |o|o 00 |1 0lo0]o0 2 |o]o 0 |o |1
At NE 18th Place 0 F |00 101 4102 1 |03 2 |0 |34
AtNE 16th Street 0 2 o1 102 101 2 0o 2 |0 |24
At NE Inglewood Hill Road | 5 4 0|7 6 |0 |3 510 1|5 6 0|3 5 0|98
AtNE 7th Court 0 1 |o |1 1]0]o0 0/0]o0 0 |o0]o 2 |01
At Louis Thompson Road 0 1 0|0 1101 11013 0 0|0 0 0|14
ﬁ;ﬁ' gake Sammamish 0 o |o]fo 1]olo ololo o |o]o o |oo2
Q;E\?vs;}';ake Sammamish | 1 o1 1lolo 1lolo o |o]o o |of1
é;;ﬁ;naﬁféammmm 0 o |o]o olo]o olo]o 1 (oo 1 [o|o4
At SE 16th Street 0 0 o1 002 0lo0]o0 1 oo 0 |0 ]|o8
ﬁltaEéLSaEke Sammamish 0 o |o]fo ololo 1lolo o |o]o o |oo2
At SE 22nd Place 1 0 |01 1]0]o0 0olo]o 0 |o]o 0 |0 |06
At SE 24th Way 1 0 oo 1]o0]o0 002 4 [0 ]2 0 |02
At SE 26th Street 0 0 |o |1 20 |2 1]0]o0 0 |0]o 1 |1]16
At SE 32nd Street 1 0 oo 0|00 1]0 ]2 0 |o0]o 0 |0 |o08
At SE 33rd Street 1 0 oo 0lo0]o0 0lo0]o0 0 |[0]o0 0 |0]o02
At SE 39th Street 1 0 |o]o 1]0]1 001 1 |o]o 0 |01
At 205th Avenue SE 2 0 |o]o 0lo0]o0 0lo0]o0 0 |[0]o0 0 |0 o4
At 206th Avenue SE 0 0 |o]o 0]0 1 0]0]o0 0 |0]o0 1 |0 |04
At 212th Way SE 1 0 |01 1]0]o0 20 |2 1 |o]o 0 |o |16
grt]oEr'e"S"’"ée Sammamish 0 o |of1 olo]|1 olo]1 1 |ofo o |o]os
At Peregrine Point Way SE | 3 0 oo 0olo]o0 101 2 oo 0 |0 |14
At SE 43rd Way 2 0 |o |1 302 503 3 |08 3 |06
At SE 515t Street 0 0 oo 1]0 1 0lo0]o0 3 |o]o 0 |o |1
At SE 515t Place 1 1 (o1 2102 101 1 oo 2 |0 |24
At SE 56th Street 4 1 oo 210 |4 210 |4 & 0|7 9 |0 |78
At SE 62nd Street 2 0 oo 3[0]0 2103 3 |03 3 |0 |38
At Issaquah/Fall City Road | 4 3 |of1s [5|0of15 |3f0o|3 |12]0|, |7 |0|24
At 228th Avenue SE 1 0 oo 0lo0]o0 0lo0]o0 0 |[0]o0 1 |0 |04
At 229th Avenue SE 1 1 |02 1]0 1 302 1 |01 1 |0 |28
Source: King County Department of Public Works (1999)
PDO = Property damage only | = Persona injuries F = Fatdlities

#An accident involving a bicycle was observed at this location.

® An accident involving a pedestrian was observed at this location.

Appendix E-8

May 2002




East Lake Sammamish Interim Use Trail and Resour ce Protection Plan EA

IMPACTS

The impacts evaluated include traffic volumes, parking, safety associated with railbed and
driveway crossings, and public service vehicle access. When compared to the No Action
Alternative, impacts associated with the Preferred Alternative and the Bypass Alternative would
be greater.

Preferred Alternative

Construction-related Impacts

Approximately 7,100 cubic yards (cy) of gravel would be placed along the entire length of the
railbed. Under the Preferred Alternative, approximately 1,428 one-way truck trips (714 in/714
out ) would be generated for hauling the gravel to the railbed. These trips would be spread out
over a2 to 3 month period, resulting in an average of approximately 28 truck trips per day
assuming no hauling on weekends. Trucks would access the project corridor from public streets,
and the staging area for the placement of the gravel would take place on the railroad to minimize
impacts to adjacent private property. Therefore, traffic flow and public access would not be
disrupted. The assumed duration for the installment of gravel for the entire trail is two to three
months.

Long-term Impacts

Once completed, the Preferred Alternative would generate an estimated 200 one-way daily
vehicle trips on a peak summer weekend day. These vehicle trips are based on the estimated
number of trail users, which represents approximately 10 to 20 percent of current daily totals on
paved regional trails such as the Burke-Gilman Trail. The lack of a paved surface would limit
possible use by strollers, road bicycles, in-line skaters, and most families, leaving primarily
walkers and mountain bicyclists as the typical Interim Use Trail users. This estimate is based on
an assumed daily trail user volume of 500, with half of the users driving to the trail from outside
the immediate area. With an assumed average vehicle occupancy of two, the 250 trail users
would generate 125 round-trips or 250 one-way daily vehicle trips. Based on studies conducted
for the Burke-Gilman Trail in 1995, weekend peak volumes typically occur during the midday
hours and taper off in the evening. Of the hours surveyed (7 am. to 7 p.m.), approximately 12 to
15 percent of the total daily volume occurred during the peak hour (2-3 p.m.) on atypica
weekend day. Assuming that this would also be true for the East Lake Sammamish Interim Use
Trail, approximately 30 to 38 one-way vehicle trips would be expected during the peak hour.
This amount of traffic would not have an appreciable impact on roadway congestion or roadway
operations, particularly because these trips would be spread out over the entire length of East

L ake Sammamish Parkway NE/SE.

Parking

Based on projected trip generation estimates, as previously described, adaily parking demand of
up to 125 vehicles could be expected on a summer weekend day. Assuming that an average
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Interim Use Trail user would remain on-site for three hours, parking demand during the peak
midday period could range between 38 to 75 vehicles at any given time. Most of these vehicles
would park at Marymoor Park, Lake Sammamish State Park (near the picnic/swimming area),
Issaquah District Court on NE 70th Street, or on NE 65th Street. These locations would have
sufficient parking available to accommodate the peak parking demand generated from interim
use of the railbed. Five to 10 days out of the year when Marymoor Park hosts large events,
parking demand could increase and trail users would be required to pay a nominal fee at the
Park.

Trail users would be discouraged from parking on the shoulders of East Lake Sammamish
Parkway because there are few public access points to the trail and parking on the parkway
would encourage illegal access in some areas.

Railbed Crossings

The project would increase the potential for conflicts between trail users and vehicles at railbed
intersections with roadways and driveways. Due to the close proximity of the railbed to
residential driveways and East Lake Sammamish Parkway in many locations, sight distance
would be limited for vehicles as well as for pedestrians and bicycles using the trail.

Few standards are available for assessing adequate sight distance at trail-roadway intersections.
However, sight distance is a principal element of roadway and path intersection design. Stopping
sight distance, which is the distance required for a vehicle or bicycle to react to the unexpected,
is most important at intersection locations where stop or yield signs would not be present. Based
on the Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities (AASHTO, 1999), a 75-foot minimum
stopping sight distance would be required for a bicycle traveling at a speed of 12 mph. For
vehicles traveling at 20 mph, 125 feet of stopping sight distance would be required, based on A
Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets (AASHTO, 1994).

Washington State Department of Transportation’s (WSDOT’s) Design Manual (1997) also
provides a method for determining the minimum required sight distance for motor vehicles
approaching intersections. Based on WSDOT’s methodology, drivers of vehicles approaching
from a distance 10 feet away from a trail crossing should be able to see a trail user approaching
from a distance 160 feet away from the trail crossing. These sight distance criteria would apply
in locations where vehicles would be required to yield to trail users. If sight distances do not
meet this criteria, motor vehicles would be required to stop.

At locations where the roadway is given the right-of-way and trail users are required to stop,
sufficient crossing maneuver sight distance should be provided. Crossing sight distance is the
distance required for a pedestrian or bicyclist to make a safe crossing maneuver after coming to a
complete stop. Based on Trail Intersection Design Guidelines (North Carolina Highway Safety
Research Center, 1996), a crossing sight distance of approximately 341 feet would be required
for pedestrians crossing a 16-foot roadway with on-coming vehicular traffic travelling at 30 mph.
A crossing sight distance of approximately 295 feet would be required for bicyclists crossing
under similar conditions. Due to the sharp turns, steep grades and narrow widths of some
residential driveways and the close proximity of homes to the railbed corridor, vehicles
approaching most of the East Lake Sammamish Interim Use Trail intersections would be
travelling at considerably lower speeds. Bicycles would also likely travel on the gravel trail at

Appendix E-10 May 2002



East Lake Sammamish Interim Use Trail and Resour ce Protection Plan EA

speeds 25 percent lower than on a paved trail. Therefore, pedestrian and bicycle crossing sight
distance requirements would be expected to be lower for the Interim Use Trail.

Sight distance surveys were conducted along the entire length of the East L ake Sammamish
Interim Use Trail corridor to identify the locations where sight distance concerns exist. For the
most part, sight distance deficiencies were identified based on information provided in the
published guidelines mentioned above. However, since less than 100 feet of roadway or
driveway would be available on either side of the Interim Use Trail corridor in many cases, some
professional judgment was required to identify sight distance deficiencies. The Trail
Intersections Appendix (King County, FEIS, 2000a) lists all impacted driveways and roadways,
and identifies the locations where sight distance concerns exist.

Based on the surveys, sight distance limitations exist at approximately 39 of the estimated 52
total railbed driveway crossings. Without improvements, there is a greater potential for
accidents to occur at intersections with sight distance deficiencies. The Preferred Alternative
includes the ingtallation of informational and regulatory signs for trail users and road-based
vehicles. In locations where trail users would have the right-of-way, yield signs for vehicles
would be placed at railbed crossings without major sight distance concerns. Stop signs for
vehicles and/or vegetation management have been recommended for vehicles at railbed crossings
where sight distance deficiencies exist. In locations where vehicles have right-of-way, trail users
would be required to stop. Figures E-1, E-2, E-3, E-4, and E-5 show five potential trail signing
plans that would be implemented for improving vehicular and non-motorized safety, depending
on available sight distance and traffic volumes at each crossing location.

The entire length of the railbed is separated from East Lake Sammamish Parkway, minimizing
potential conflicts between trail users and vehicles, compared to Alternatives 1 and 2.

Public Service Vehicle Access

Bollards would be installed at al trail/roadway crossings. The placement of removable bollards
would provide access for maintenance and emergency vehicles, but block the trail from use by
other motor vehicles. According to staff from King County Parks and Recreation, maintenance
of the East Lake Sammamish Interim Use Trail would be similar to that of the Snoqualmie
Valley Trail. In the winter months, county staff estimates maintenance inspections would occur
twice per month, and actual maintenance two to four times per month. In the growing season
(March through October) maintenance inspections would be similar, and maintenance activities
would occur six to twelve times per month. Access for all public service vehicles would be via
public streets.

Alternative 1 Bypass

Construction-related Impacts

The Bypass Alternative includes all of the construction and maintenance/operation actions noted
for the Preferred Alternative, but would also require several additional actionsto allow for the
construction of the proposed Bypass route. Alternative 1 would require the widening and re-
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striping of East Lake Sammamish Place, and provide an 8-foot area for pedestrians and bicycles
and two 12-foot travel lanes. East Lake Sammamish Parkway would also be restriped to provide
an 8- to 10-foot shoulder on the west side (for pedestrian and bicycle traffic), two vehicular
travel lanes (one lane in each direction), and a 2 to 3-foot minimum shoulder on the east side
Construction duration for these improvements would be 3 to 4 weeks.

Compared to the Preferred Alternative, Alternative 1 would result in a decrease in truck trips
hauling gravel to the railbed, since approximately 1.6 miles of the trail would be moved from the
railbed to East Lake Sammamish Parkway and East Lake Sammamish Place. Approximately
6,000 cy of gravel would be placed along the portions of the railbed used for Alternative 1. This
would generate approximately 1,216 one-way truck trips (608 in/608 out over atwo to three
month period or approximately 24 trips per day). This decrease in truck traffic, as compared to
the Preferred Alternative, would be offset by an increase in truck trips related to construction of
East Lake Sammamish Parkway Bypass. The construction of the Bypass Alternative on East
Lake Sammamish Parkway would add up to 2 additional weeks to the 2 to 3 months of
construction needed for the Preferred Alternative. Safety measures discussed in the Preferred
Alternative would aso apply to Alternative 1. In addition, there could be some short-term
temporary lane closures requiring flaggers on East Lake Sammamish Parkway.

Long-term Impacts

Long-term impacts for Alternative 1 would be similar to the Preferred Alternative, except where
the alignment is located on the west side of East Lake Sammamish Parkway and East Lake
Sammamish Place SE. Trail user safety would be lower along the bypass section because of the
reduced separation between vehicles and trail users. Safety risks would be highest during peak
traffic periods and/or periods of reduced visibility.

Parking

Parking demand and other parking impacts associated with this alternative would be similar to
those described for the Preferred Alternative, except in the vicinity of the 1.6 mile railbed bypass
area. Where the Bypass is located on East Lake Sammamish Parkway, on-street parking would
be prohibited on the west side of the street. Trail users would also be prohibited from parking on
East Lake Sammamish Place.

This alternative could encourage greater use of the East Lake Sammamish Parkway shoulders
north and south of the railbed bypass area, since increased trail access opportunities would exist
inthisarea. Thisincrease in parking on the shoulders would impact existing bicycle travel and
could restrict sight distance at driveways.

Trail Crossings

For portions of this alternative that are on the railbed, impacts would be the same as discussed
for the Preferred Alternative.

Moving a portion of the trail onto East Lake Sammamish Parkway would have an impact on
traffic operations. Travel speeds for vehicles turning from East Lake Sammamish Parkway
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across the trail would need to be much dower than for the Preferred Alternative, which could
result in a higher risk of rear-end accidents where the trail is re-routed onto East Lake
Sammamish Parkway. No vehicle stacking space is available for southbound right and
northbound left turning vehicles on East Lake Sammamish Parkway to pull out from through-
traffic lanes. In addition, it is less safe to decrease the separation distance between the parallel
roadway (East Lake Sammamish Parkway) and the trail.

Sight distance deficiencies for the portions of the Bypass Alternative on East Lake Sammamish
Parkway were identified based on information in the East Lake Sammamish Parkway Design
Assessment Report (Parsons Brinckerhoff, 1998). For the portion of the Bypass Alternative on
East Lake Sammamish Place, surveys were conducted to identify sight distance concerns. The
Trail Intersections Appendix (King County, FEIS, 20004) lists the driveways and roadways
along East Lake Sammamish Parkway and East L ake Sammamish Place that would be impacted
by the Bypass Alternative, and identifies the locations where sight distance concerns exist. As
shown in the Trail Intersections Appendix, sight distance limitations exist at approximately 22 of
the estimated 43 trail/driveway intersections on East Lake Sammamish Parkway and East Lake
Sammamish Place. In addition to these locations, approximately 35 out of 45 railbed/driveway
crossings, associated with Alternative 1 and portions of the Preferred Alternative, have sight
distance deficiencies. Vegetation management and/or other improvements would minimize or
eliminate some of the sight distance deficiencies.

Public Service Vehicle Access

Vehicle use of the trail would be limited to service and maintenance vehicles only. Frequency
and access are the same as discussed in the Preferred Alternative.

Alternative 2 No Action

Construction-related Impacts

Unlike the Preferred Alternative, the No Action Alternative does not require any interim use
construction. However, some maintenance and operations functions would occur. According to
the King County Parks and Recreation Department, current maintenance involves inspections in
response to public contacts and complaints, and when weather conditions may result in acute
drainage issues. Inspections around the immediate area would continue to occur for existing
problems such as hazard trees, brushing, and ditch and culvert cleaning.

Long-term Impacts

Pedestrians and bicyclists would continue to use the East L ake Sammamish Parkway shoulders
under the Bypass Alternative as opposed to the Preferred Alternative. This aternative would be
less safe than the other alternatives, because pedestrians and bicyclists on the shoulders would
not be separated from vehicle travel lanes.
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MITIGATION

Traffic

The Preferred Alternative and Alternative 2 No Action would not require any new roads or
streets, or improvements to existing roads or streets. As discussed previoudly, Alternative 1
Bypass would require several actions to alow for the construction of the proposed Bypass route.

For both the Preferred Alternative and Alternative 1, some standard construction safety measures
can be taken, such as installation of advanced warning signs, highly visible construction barriers,
and the use of flaggers. In addition, a public information program regarding hours of
construction or parking impacts could be instituted.

Parking

Information regarding appropriate parking would be distributed to organized user groups. Signs
would need to be appropriately placed to prevent trail users from parking in private or restricted
parking lots located near the trail access points. A residential parking zone (RPZ) permit system
could be considered on East Lake Sammamish Place to prohibit parking by trail users. In
addition, parking on East Lake Sammamish Parkway shoulders could be prohibited in certain
areas where site distance is impacted for vehicles entering the parkway, or if illegal accessto the
railbed occurs across private driveways. Any no parking zones along with signage and
enforcement are the jurisdiction of local agencies (i.e., cities of Sammamish, Redmond, and

Issaquah).

If parking supply becomes an issue in the future, shared parking opportunities for Interim Use
Trail users may exist at the Issaquah District Court or office park on SE 51st Street. At the office
park location, the park owners/managers have been contacted to discuss the possibility of
allowing some weekend and evening parking facility use. If a shared parking agreement is
established at this location, King County Park System would work with the office park
owner/manager to install signs and develop an ongoing monitoring and enforcement program.

Railbed Driveway Crossings

Bollards would be installed along the railbed corridor for the Preferred Alternative and portions
of Alternative 1 on the railbed at al trail/roadway crossings as indicated on the development
plan. Informational and regulatory signs would also be installed at all such crossings for trail
users and road-based vehicles. The Trail Intersections Appendix identifies locations where sight
distance improvements are needed, provides signing recommendations for each individual
driveway or roadway crossing, and describes who has the right of way. In general, vegetation
growth should be monitored and managed near all trail crossings to maximize sight distances for
trail users and vehicles. Guard rails should also be used to delineate the trail edge where the
railbed directly parallels and is connected to driveways. In addition, accident records would be
monitored, and problem areas addressed.
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For the section of the trail that would be re-routed onto East Lake Sammamish Parkway with
Alternative 1, King County would work with the City of Sammamish to install warning signs,
painted lane striping, or other improvements to protect trail users from vehicular traffic. If
physical safety barriers are installed, it would not be feasible to place them within 150 to 300 feet
of driveways due to sight distance concerns. This would result in gaps in the safety barriers
where trail users would be unprotected from vehicle traffic. Trail users with their backs to
turning vehicles are even more susceptible to unexpected conflict. Between the south end of
East Lake Sammamish Place SE and SE 33rd Street, the mgjority of East Lake Sammamish
Parkway would not alow for safety barriers between vehicular and non-motorized traffic, due to
the frequency of driveways and width of the existing shoulders. This type of unprotected facility
is not recommended under local and state regulations.

Placing safety barriers two feet west of the southbound travel lane would also narrow the
existing space available for high speed cyclists (assuming cyclists are located between the
barriers and vehicle travel 1ane), and therefore, be less safe. Alternatively, if high speed cyclists
are traveling on the west side of the barrier, potentia conflicts exist with other types of trail users
(pedestrians and lower speed cyclists).

Vehicle Access

As described above, bollards would be installed at all railbed crossings. The placement of
removable bollards would provide access for use by maintenance and emergency vehicles, but
block the trail from use by other motor vehicles.

Construction

All truck traffic would be required to use public roads to access the railbed corridor.
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APPENDIX F
CULTURAL AND HISTORICAL RESOURCES
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CULTURAL AND HISTORICAL RESOURCES

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Because the Preferred Alternative and Alternative 1 are within 0.25 mile of each other, the
affected environment is considered here to be the same.

Native American History of Region

The proposed East Lake Sammamish Interim Use Trail is within the territory of the Sammamish,
a Duwamish subgroup, and the Snoqualmie people (Ruby and Brown, 1992; Swanton, 1978).
The project area was probably utilized by both of these Southern Coast Salish groups, who spoke
the Lushootseed language (Suttles and Lane, 1990). Both groups resided in winter villages along
shorelines, bays, and rivers and relied heavily upon salmon for subsistence. During non-winter
months, groups would leave the villages for shellfish, marine and freshwater fish, land game,
waterfowl, sprouts, roots and bulbs, berries, and nuts (Suttles and Lane, 1990; Gunther, 1981).
Food resources acquired during the spring, summer, and fall were used for winter supplies and
trade, as well as immediate consumption. The project area would have provided terrestrial game
such as deer, ek, and small mammals whose meat was eaten fresh or dried for storage. A wide
variety of plant resources were sought for medicinal and technological items. Tules and cattails
were collected by streams and marshes and used for making mats, and western red cedar was
used for rope, baskets, and numerous household items (Gunther, 1981). Haeberlin and Gunther
note that canoe/tree burials were the predominant practice for the Snoqualmie (1930). The
deceased would be placed in a canoe, and the canoe placed in atree or on aframe (Suttles and
Lane 1990). Often, as the canoe decayed and collapsed, the human remains would be
redeposited to the ground below. Haeberlin and Gunther note that underground burial was
reserved for the lower class (1930).

Following the signing of the Point Elliott Treaty in 1855, the Snoqualmie were rel ocated to the
Tulalip Reservation (formerly called the Snohomish Reservation) along with several other
groups (Ruby and Brown, 1992; Swanton, 1978). All of these groups together comprise the
Tulalip Tribes of the Tulalip Reservation, although many Snoqualmie refused to move to the
Reservation. Indeed, the Snoqualmie Tribe has been recently recognized by the Federal
Government, an acknowledgment of their autonomy. The Sammamish were also assigned to the
Tuldip Reservation, unlike other Duwamish subgroups, who were assigned to the Port Madison
Reservation. However, Ruby and Brown (1992) report that the Sammamish were autonomous
and apparently did not go to the Tulalip Reservation, but were possibly absorbed by neighboring
groups, such as the Snoqualmie. Little has been written about the Sammamish, except to note
thelr orientation toward seasonal exploitation of interior lakes, streams and prairies as opposed to
marine resources (Geo-Recon International Ltd., 1980). Bagley notes that in 1854 the
Sammamish “numbered 101 all told and were probably a band of the

is some disagreement on whether the Sammamish were an autonomous group, as discussed by
Spier (1936). Spier notes that Gunther “includes Lake Sammamish, the presumable locale of the
Sammamish, within Duwamish territory...” but that Curtis lists them separately as the
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with territory along “...the shores of Lake Sammamish and the eastern shore of Lake

L ake Sammamish was originally known as Squak Lake (Bagley, 1929; E.J. Fish, 1981), which
likely originated from Sgwa’ xw, an ethnographic village identified by Waterman (ca. 1920) at
the mouth of Issaquah Creek. Hitchman (1985) identifies the origins of the word Sammamish as
coming from the Indian name samma (“the sound of the blue crane”) and mish (“river”). “Other
tribal names were Xa-tcx-atcu, meaning ‘small lake' (as compared to Lake Washington), and
Sts-apa-bc, which has about the same meaning” (Hitchman, 1985).

Native American Cultural Resources Identified in the Vicinity of
Project Area

Prehistoric sites are located in the vicinity of the proposed project area at both the northern and
southern ends of the route. Six prehistoric sites, including the Marymoor Site (45K 19) are within
one mile of Segment 1 of the proposed East Lake Sammamish Interim Use Trail (Table F-1).
The Marymoor site was identified in 1964 and excavations there in the 1960s determined the site
was an occupation area. Artifacts from the site included microblade cores and blades, Cascade
points, large stemmed points and basalt cobble tools. Based on this assemblage and corrected
radiocarbon dates, Lewarch et. a (1995) consider the site to date from between 4,200 and 2,700
years BP (before present). The Marymoor Site was listed on the National Register of Historic
Placesin 1970. Other small sites in the northern portion of the project area have been identified,
although four of these are presumed destroyed. Two of the sites presumed destroyed were likely
damaged when the Sammamish Slough was dredged and shortened in 1912 (E.J. Fish, 1981) and
again in 1948 and 1963 (Robinson, 1988). Nevertheless, it is highly likely that other cultural
deposits are present in the area.

Site 45K 1448, a historic site with a prehistoric component has been identified within one mile of
Segment 6 of the proposed East Lake Sammamish Interim Use Trail. The site was identified in
1999 and consists of alow density lithic scatter, possibly Olcott (5,000 — 8,000 BP). The
prehistoric materials were mixed with more than 250 historic artifacts. The siteis likely related
to the historic town at Monohon (Nelson, 1998; Norman, 2000).

One prehistoric site has been identified within one mile of Segment 7 of the proposed East Lake
Sammamish Interim Use Trail. The site, a lithic scatter, is along the genera route of an Indian
trail identified by the General Land Office in 1864.

Several documents indicate the likelihood of additional Native American-related cultural
resources in the area. Waterman (ca. 1920) identifies an Indian village called Sqwa xw on
Issaquah Creek at the present Lake Sammamish State Park. Larson indicates that the longhouse
at Sgwa xw was 90 feet x 40 feet (1984). Robinson additionally notes the presence of a
Sammamish buria ground “in or near the present town of Issaguah” (1986), although there is no
more specific information available as to its location. Additionally, an important Native
American trail that connected the Puget Sound to the eastern part of the state passes the southern
end of Lake Sammamish near I1ssaquah Creek (Government Land Office, 1864). E.J. Fish (1981)
maps an Indian hop-picker village west of the Issaquah Creek, which is likely the campsite run
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by early settler Lars Wold and referred to by Craine (1983). The hop-picker village likely dated
to the last half of the 19th century. Larson suggests that the hop-picker village subsumed the
village noted by Waterman (1984). The potentia cultural resources identified above would be in
the vicinity of Segments 6 and 7.

Consultation with Ray Mullen of the Snoqualmie Tribe confirms much of the above information
regarding the cultural sengitivity of the shoreline at Lake Sammamish State Park and north at
Segments 6 and 7 of the proposed East Lake Sammamish Interim Use Trail corridor. Mr. Mullen
considers al culverts potentialy culturally significant as well. Additionally Mr. Mullen indicates
the area between Louis Thompson Road south to the boundary between Segments 4 and 5 of the
proposed East Lake Sammamish Interim Use Trail corridor should be considered culturally
sengitive. Construction in these areas should be coordinated with tribal representatives to avoid
unnecessary impacts to cultural resources.

Euro-American History of Region

Redmond and Issaquah were two main historic settlements in the region of the project area, one
at either end of Lake Sammamish. Additionally, several smaller communities developed on
either side of Lake Sammamish. Transportation by settlers in the region was limited to wagon
roads and boat travel. Between 1860 and 1889 boats operated on what was known as Squak

L ake transporting people and freight (H. Fish, 1976). In the 1880s, the railroad was constructed
along the east side of Lake Sammamish. The first railroad to operate was the Seattle, Lake Shore
& Eastern, which was sold to Northern Pacific in 1892. Northern Pacific continued to operate on
the line until 1970 when Northern Pacific was acquired by Burlington Northern (E.J. Fish, 1981).

Redmond, to the north of Lake Sammamish, was settled in 1871 by Luke McRedmond and
Warren Perrigo. Both made land claims and cleared their land on the east side of the
Sammamish River. Originally, the town was called Salmonburg after the plentiful salmon
running in the Sammamish River. The town came to be known as Merose, after the Melrose
House, an inn operated by the Perrigos. In 1883 McRedmond, the town’s first postmaster,
changed the town’s name from Merose to Redmond causing long-term bitterness between the
Perrigos and McRedmonds (Stein, 1998). The main industries of the area were logging and
milling which provided prosperous living for both laborers and businessmen. By 1900 the
population of Redmond had reached 271 (Bagley, 1929). Redmond was incorporated on January
1, 1912, after its population reached 300 (Stein, 1998).

Present-day Marymoor Park was originally the estate of Seattle businessman JamesW. Clise. In
1904 Clise built a hunting lodge, known as Willowmoor, on 78 acres as part of a hunting
preserve. Originaly used only in summer, the lodge was enlarged by 1907 when the family
moved there permanently. Clise later purchased an adjoining 350 acres. The property was
developed as amodel farm, used as a dairy farm and purchased by King County in 1963. The
mansion currently houses the Marymoor Museum of Eastside History. Clise had a reproduction
of a Dutch windmill built at Willowmoor around 1905. The windmill was originally designed
for grinding grain but was converted in the 1940s to a water pump (Gemperle, 1972).
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Issagquah, at the south end of Lake Sammamish, was first settled by several familiesin 1863 (E.J.
Fish, 1981). Ingebright Wold was issued a homestead at what would become the town of
Issaquah. Originally known as Olney, the town was incorporated as Gilman in April 1892.

| ssaquah became the town’ s permanent name in February 1899. Coal was discovered along the
Squak River in 1862, although mining operations were not in place until 1887. Dairying, hop
farming, and logging joined mining as the major industries of the Issaquah area.

The Casto (or Castro) family homesteaded the parcel now known as Pickering Farm. In
November 1864, a group of Native Americans attacked the settlers at Issaquah Creek, seeking
retribution for the deaths of several of their members. The Casto family was slain and four of the
Native Americans were killed in the siege that was later known as the Squak Massacre. Many of
the remaining settlers moved to Seattle following the conflict and the area was resettled the
following year (Bagley, 1929; E.J. Fish, 1981). Territorial Governor William Pickering, Sr.,
bought the Casto property in 1867 and his descendants operated a dairy farm there until 1975.
The Pickering barn and adjacent land were placed on the National Register of Historic Placesin
1983.

Smaller communities developed between Redmond and I ssaguah, including Campton, Monohon,
and Inglewood. Logging operations existed all around Lake Sammamish between the 1880s and
1920s (Bagley, 1929). The combination of access to the lake for transport of logs to the mill and
access to the railroad for transport of lumber to the market influenced the development of the
mills in these locations. Several mills were located in the immediate vicinity of the project area.
The Campbell Mill, Weber Shingle Mill, and Allen & Nelson Mill at Monohon were several of
the more prominent mills on the east side of Lake Sammamish (E.J. Fish, 1981). Mill sites often
became company towns as mill workers built houses and farmed.

An example of acompany town was in Monohon, which was homesteaded by Martin Monohon
in 1877. In 1888 the Donnelly Post Office moved across Lake Sammamish from the west side to
the east side to be nearer to the Sedttle, Lake Shore and East Railroad (History Link, 2000). The
Allen & Nelson Mill was established there in 1889 to be near the railway. “Fifty homes and a 20
room hotel were built for employees. In 1892, Monohon had the sawmill, a coal mine, and a
population of 80. The main products were lumber, hops..., and dairy products’ (History Link,
2000). E.J. Fish (1981) notes that Monohon Mill was the biggest lumber producer on Lake
Sammamish and reached its peak in the early 1920s. The mill and much of the town burned
down in 1926 and the post office closed soon after.

E.J. Fish notes an Indian hop-picking village to the west of I1ssaquah Creek (1981). The Wold
hop farm in the I ssaguah area expanded from a half an acre in 1868 to 50 acres in 1893 before
the industry died out in Issaguah by 1900 (E.J. Fish, 1981). Hop-picking was seasonal work
which drew local Native Americans as well as Chinese immigrants to work in the hop fields near
Issaguah Creek. A riot against the Chinese workers occurred in 1885 on the Wold hop farm (E.J.
Fish, 1981, Craine, 1983).
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Euro-American Cultural Resources Identified in the Vicinity of Project
Area

Historic sites have been identified both within one mile of, and adjacent to, the project area.

Four historic sites have been identified within one mile of Segment 1 of the proposed East Lake
Sammamish Interim Use Trail corridor. Clise Mansion, listed on the National Register of
Historic Places in 1973, and the Dutch windmill, listed on the State Register of Historic Placesin
1973 are within the current Marymoor Park to the west of the project area. The William White
Mansion, owned by Justice White who married Redmond co-founder Luke McRedmond’s
daughter, is located northwest of the project area. The Y ellowstone/Red Brick Road, a historic
road to the east of the project area was listed in the National Register of Historic Placesin 1973.
This site also extends to within one mile of Segment 2 of the proposed East Lake Sammamish
Interim Use Trail corridor.

One historic site with prehistoric component (45K 1448) has been identified within one mile of
Segment 6 of the proposed East Lake Sammamish Interim Use Trail corridor. Over 250 artifacts
were collected at the site, with 240 historic artifacts which suggests a historic occupation,
although no structures were observed (Norman, 2000). The siteisin the vicinity of the Allen &
Nelson Mill a Monohon and may be associated with the town of Monohon.

Four historic sites have been identified within one mile of Segment 7 of the proposed East Lake
Sammamish Interim Use Trail corridor. The Pickering Barn (45K 1142H) was built in two phases
in 1890 and 1906. The site includes the presumed remains of the Casto cabin. Pickering Barn
was listed on the National Register of Historic Places in 1983 and is also subject to the I ssaquah
Municipal Code (Larson, 1984). Site 45K1451, an abandoned railway grade is located southeast
of the project area. It islikely related to mining or logging activities in the region. Site 45K 1452
is represented by concrete reservoir features associated with the Issaquah Water Works. Site

45K 1453, a concrete foundation, is southeast of the project area, on the north side of Interstate

90.

There are severa indications of additional historic cultural resourcesin the project area. At the
former location of Campton, the Campbell Mill Boarding House (KC0523) was identified by the
King County Cultural Resources Department in 1978 as locally significant. The boarding house
was built in 1910 and is the only remaining house built by the Campbell Mill. The mill started at
the turn of the century and continued operating through ca. 1930. Pilings at the northeast end of
Lake Sammamish are the only remains of the mill itself. The pilings are visible from the existing
railbed. The above resources are adjacent to Segment 2 of the proposed East L ake Sammamish
Interim Use Trail corridor. The King County Cultural Resources Department identified a cluster
of unrelated but locally significant buildings near Weber Point in 1978. While only one structure
appears to have survived to date, the area may still contain intact historic deposits. This potential
resource is located adjacent to Segment 3 of the proposed East Lake Sammamish Interim Use
Trail corridor. Similarly, there is a potential for historic cultural resources near Inglewood in
Segment 4 and Monohon in Segment 5, athough no structures that still exist were identified by
King County Cultural Resources Department. King County Cultural Resources Department
identifies the location of the Frank Tibbetts house (KC0168) immediately adjacent to the railbed
in Segment 7. Almost directly across the tracks, E.J. Fish locates the Anton Ek house (1981).
Neither structure is extant, but both could be considered locally significant since Tibbetts and Ek
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were |ssaquah pioneers. Larson (1984) and Nelson (1994) note that sites are likely to occur
close to Issaguah Creek, which intersects the project areain Segment 7. Nelson considers the
area to have high probability for cultural resources with strong local importance (1994).

Table F-1. Recorded Cultural and Historic Resources
Identified Within One Mile of Project Area

Vicinity Site Number/Name Site Type Status
Segment 1 45K18 Presumed occupation (probably destroyed)
Segment 1 45K 19/Marymoor Site Prehistoric occupation Listed NRHP 1970
Segment 1 45K110 Presumed occupation Not eligible
Segment 1 45K 1190H/Justice Wm. White House Historic residence/estate Eligibleto NRHP
Segment 1 45K1191H/Marymoor Museum (Clise Historic residence/estate Listed NRHP 1973
Residence)
Segment 1 45K 1192H/Dutch Windmill Dutch reproduction windmill Listed SRHP 1973
Segment 1 45K 1266 Possible prehistoric camp (destroyed)
Segment 1 45K 1466/Bear-Evans Creek Site Prehistoric camp/historic roadbed Noteligible
Segment 1 45K1467/Union Hill Road Site Prehistoric/historic scatter (destroyed)
Segments 1-2 45K1196H Y ellowstone/Red Brick Road Historic road Listed NRHP 1974
Segment 6 45K 1448 Prehistoric/historic scatter Noteligible
Segment 7 45K 1142H/Pickering Farm Historic dairy farm Listed NRHP 1983
Segment 7 45K 1451H Railway grade Noteligible
Segment 7 45K1452H Concrete reservoir features Noteligible
Segment 7 45K 1453H Concrete foundation Noteligible
Segment 7 45K 1457 Prehistoric lithic scatter Not eligible

NRHP: National Register of Historic Places
SRHP: State Register of Historic Places

IMPACTS

The impacts of the Preferred Alternative and Alternatives 1 and 2 are discussed below. All
segments of the corridor have some potentia for unknown cultural resources. Specific segments
with higher potential risk for cultural resources are Segment 1, Segment 2, the area north of
Weber Point in Segment 3, Segment 4 from Louis Thompson Road south to the Segment 5
boundary (for both the Preferred Alternative and Alternative 1), the boundary between Segments
5 and 6, the northern portion of Segment 6, and Segment 7. It isimportant to note that additional
unknown cultural resources may potentially exist outside of the above areas. When compared to
the No Action Alternative, impacts associated with the Preferred Alternative and the Bypass
Alternative would be greater.
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Preferred Alternative

Gravel Placement

No impacts to cultural or historic resources are anticipated, because there would be no
subsurface disturbance.

Culvert Maintenance

Impacts to cultural and historic resources range from low to moderate depending on the
maintenance measures. General maintenance of culverts has low potential to disturb unknown
cultural resources. If excavation into the native soil below culvert gravels occurs, such as for
installation of a catch basin, the probability increases to a moderate potential that unknown
cultural resources may be disturbed. It isimportant to note that the tribes in particular generally
consider culverts to have potential undisturbed cultural deposits associated with them, and have
requested that tribal representatives monitor any excavations in these areas. Culvert replacement
is not planned for the Interim Use Trail, but may be a part of the Master Plan.

Signage/Bollards

Impacts to cultural and historic resources range from low to potentially high depending on the
installation method and location. There is low potentia to disturb unknown cultural resources
when excavating/installing bollards in the existing railbed. Depending on location of the
signage, the potentia to disturb unknown cultural resources ranges from low to high. Some
areas impacted by signage may till contain intact unknown cultural deposits related to historic
mills or prehistoric land use associated with the shoreline resources and creeks. The use of heavy
equipment may increase the potential impact for both these activities.

Fencing

Impacts range from low to potentially high, depending on the location and type of installation
associated with the placement of fencing. Direct drive installation of fence posts would have
minimal potential to disrupt cultural resources; however, excavation for concrete posts could
disrupt resources. It isrecommended that potentially sensitive areas be identified and surveyed
prior to construction, and that tribal representatives be available to monitor construction in areas
with high potential for cultural resources.

Trail Usage

Impacts resulting from trail usage are expected to be low. Trail users would be required to stay
on the trail and measures such as fencing and signage would be used to ensure they comply.
This should minimize potential impact to cultural resources.
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Alternative 1 Bypass

Gravel Placement

Potential impacts associated with gravel placement are the same as those identified for the
Preferred Alternative.

Culvert Maintenance

Potential impacts associated with culvert maintenance are the same as those identified for the
Preferred Alternative.

Signage/Bollards

Potential impacts associated with signage/bollards are the same as those identified for the
Preferred Alternative.

Ramp Construction

Unlike the Preferred Alternative, Alternative 1 Bypass requires the construction of ramps to
move the proposed trail away from the existing railbed. The impact of the activities associated
with ramp construction depends on the methods and equipment used. The use of heavy
equipment may increase the potential impact from these activities. The use of fill would have
low to no impact on buried cultural resources, while earthmoving of intact soil increases the
likelihood of disturbing unknown cultural resources.

Trail Usage

Potential impacts associated with trail usage are the same as those identified for the Preferred
Alternative.

Alternative 2 No Action

Maintenance

Maintenance activities are anticipated to have a minor impact to cultural and historic resources as
long as no ground disturbing activities take place off the railbed. Refer to the discussion under
the Preferred Alternative for potential impacts related to culvert replacement.

MITIGATION

To mitigate potential disturbance of unknown cultural resources, an archaeological monitor
would be present at al construction activities that involve excavation into native soils.
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An archaeol ogist would be consulted regarding the placement of signs, bollards, and fences off
of the railbed to avoid disturbing buried cultural deposits. If general areas are identified where
signs, bollards, and fences would be installed, an archaeologist can identify more specific
locations with low or no probability for disturbing unknown cultural resources.

No specific archaeological sites should be identified or located on the signage.

If cultural resources are identified during construction activities, work should halt in the

immediate area and the appropriate city or county department and the Washington State Office
of Archaeology and Historic Preservation should be contacted.
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APPENDIX G
FISH PASSAGE AND HABITAT SUMMARY
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Fish Passage and Habitat Summary at Stream Culvert Crossings

Culvert Trail StreamID  Type General Observations Fish Crew 2001 Sediment 1> Fish 2" Fish 3®Fish Habitat Habitat Potential Fish Use
ID Station Description Depth Passage Passage Passage Rating Rating to Extend
(Inches) Barrier Barrier Barrier Below Above Habitat
Railbed Railbed

2B-2A 5976 0143A Concrete  Perennial Stream The pipe spills 10" onto rocks - there 0 Driveway Railbed Parkway None None No Unlikely N/A
isno plunge poal. The culvert under culvert culvert culvert
Parkway isdark, and likely abarrier (likely)
also. Fishhabitat to thelakeisvery
poor.
3B-1 5515 0143B Concrete  0143Cjoinsjust above Piped to the lake; aboveit filters 0 Pipe under Railbed Parkway None None No No N/A
railbed through roadside ditch grass. residence culvert culvert
3C-1 537.6 0143D CMP FlowsthroughWetland A shallow race over compact silt, 0 Railbed Parkway culvert Fair None Yes Potential Low
32 USof railbed roots & hardpan. Drops 14" to culvert

irregular slope with roots at outlet.

3C-2 5323 0143E Concrete  Flowsthrough Wetland 31 US of railbed 1/4 Unknown None None No No N/A

3C-3 5265 0143F CMP Perennial Stream Shallow with low falls and no pools 0 Parkway culvert Fair Fair Yes Potential Low
@ lake; very questionable accessto
stream. Dammed for incubator water

supply.

3C-4 524 0143G CMP Perennial Stream Mostly agravelly riffleall theway to 0 Unknown Fair None Unknown Potentia Low
thelake.

3C5 509.1 0143M Concrete  Perennial Stream Flowsalong east side of railbed and 0 N/A None No Unlikely N/A
joins3C-4.

3C-6A 501.8 0143H Concrete  Perennial Stream Upstream of culvert isvery steep 10 Parkway culvert Poor None No Unlikely N/A

(25% slope) and there is another pipe
coming out from Parkway with a 12-
18" drop ( from catchment?). Railbed
culvert is50% sedimented and
downstream steep and channelized.

3-C12 4859 0143 CMP Inlet had 2" sediment. Outletis 2 Railbed  Slope aboverailbed culvert Fair Poor Yes Potential Low
plastic 12" pipe, with a10" vertical culvert
drop. Slopeof pipeishigh. Fish
passage barrier.
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Culvert  Trail StreamID Type General Observations Fish Crew 2001 Sediment 1° Fish 2™ Fish 3“Fish Habitat Habitat Potential Fish Use
ID Station Description Depth Passage Passage Passage Rating Rating to Extend
(Inches) Barrier Barrier Barrier Below Above Habitat
Railbed Railbed
4A-1 4723  0143K Concrete  Perennial Stream Heavily vegetated with zero flow on 9 4 None None No Unlikely N/A
April 2001.
4B-1 4626  0143L Concrete  Perennia Stream: Flows Stream issame source as4B-2. 8 Parkway culvert Fair Fair Yes Potential Moderate
through Wetland 30 US  Bottom 1/3 of pipe outlet, and bottom
of railbed 1/4 of inlet sedimented. Very steep
fromoutlet to lake.
4B-2 458.8 Concrete  FlowsthroughWetland 18" vertical drop at end of outlet and 0 Railbed Parkway culvert Fair Fair Yes Potential Low
30 USof railbed steep step-fallstolake. Bothinlet and culvert
outlet heavily vegetated. Inlet has6"
dropinto culvert. LSP culvert outlet
has impassable 4-5 foot vertical drop.
Fish cannot get to small amount of
habitat below the railbed.
Culvert  Trail StreamID  Type General Observations Fish Crew 2001 Sediment 1% Fish 2" Fish 3“Fish Habitat Habitat Potential Fish Use
ID Station Description Depth Passage Passage Passage Rating Rating to Extend
(Inches)  Barrier Barrier Barrier Below Above  Habitat
Railbed Railbed
4C-1 439.8 George Concrete  Class 2 Perennia Stream 6 Culvertwith  Trash rack on Parkway Fair/Good  Fair/Good No Yes N/A
Davis racked vault culvert
below railbed
4C-1 George Clay Both pipes under railbed are half full 18 N/A
Davis of sediment. Another 24" culvert with
astormdrain lies5' downstream. The
culvert under Parkway has atrash rack
and is afish passage barrier.
4C-4 423 Zaccuse Gk Concrete  Class2 Perennial 10-12" vertical drop to plunge pool at 0 Culvert Railbed Culvert Fair/Good Good Yes Yes High
Stream, Wetland 26 outlet. 2'x2'box culvert under below railbed in patches
driveway, just downstream from
outlet. Another 36" culvert 10" further
downstream. Culvert under Parkway.
Block to fish passage.
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Culvert  Trail StreamID Type General Observations Fish Crew 2001 Sediment 1% Fish 2" Fish 3“Fish Habitat Habitat Potential Fish Use
ID Station Description Depth Passage Passage Passage Rating Rating to Extend
(Inches) Barrier Barrier Barrier Below Above  Habitat
Railbed Railbed
4C-5 4105 Ebright Gk Concrete Some step pools below culvert with 0 Good Good No Yes N/A
some sedimentation present.
Restoration efforts have occurred
(LWD placement) in reach below
culverts. Good habitat present
upstream from culverts.
4C-5 4105 EbrightCk  CMP 0 No N/A
4C-6 400.8 0150A CMP Drains Wetland 25 Inlet blocked by debris/sediment/mud. 12 None None No Unlikely N/A
4C-8 383.2 155 CMP Drains Wetland 24 A 24" plastic CP conveys beneath 6 Good Fair No Potential N/A
EL SP - about 6gpm. No habitat;
drainsawetland adjacent NE 8th.
4C-9 378 PineLakeCk Concrete  Perennia Stream Good Good No Yes N/A
4C-9 378 PineLakeCk Concrete No N/A
5A-1A 356.8 CMP Drainsthrough Wetland 5A-1a, 5A-1b, & 5A-2jointo form 0 Railbed Culvert Fair Fair/Poor Yes Potential Low
20 USof railbed onenarrow, steep small stream
flowing over cobbleinto thelake
(landscaped).
5C-1 316.4 Concrete  Drainsthrough Wetland The stream may be too shallow for 0 Railbed Culvert Fair/Good  Unknown Yes Probable Moderate
15US/DSof railbed cutthroat, but might support some
kokanee spawnersin November-
December.
6A-1 289.7 0162A Concrete The stream wasdry on 6 April 2001. 0 None None No No N/A
6C-1A 2408 0163 Clay Railbed Parkway culvert Fair None No Likely N/A
Culvert
7A-1 2137 Many cP Drainsto Wetland 3 Much sediment upstream and 8 Underground flow below railbed None None No Unlikely N/A
Springs downstream. Creek flows
underground 100 ft downstream of
outlet.
Source: King County and DOE
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